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This dissertation argues that the social and environmental problems we face 
are primarily the result of patriarchal or ‘malestream’ norms. These norms 
are constructed on hypermasculinist ways of being, thinking and doing that 
inhibit the growth and development of sustainable principles and practices. 
Responding to this assertion and following in the footsteps of deep ecology, 
social ecology and ecological feminism, the study brings masculinities 
concerns to the heart of the human/Nature relationship while also bringing 
concerns for society and the environment to the ways we think about men in 
the modern West. Further, it argues that if we are to achieve a truly 
sustainable future, then we must encourage men to reawaken their innate 
care. The dissertation declares that all men are born good and possess an 
infinite capacity to care and be caring. It is however recognised that these 
innate capacities for men to care and be caring are suppressed by ‘men’s 
oppression’ and that this oppression can prevent men from expressing their 
fullest humanness to the detriment of all Others and themselves. The 
dissertation recommends that men develop emotional competencies along 
with their intellect and intuition in order to authentically nurture the 
relational space between Others and themselves. Building on feminist care 
theory, a theoretical framework termed ecological masculinism is 
introduced, which facilitates modern Western men to care for and be caring 
towards society, Nature and the self—concurrently. The dissertation 
constructs a theoretical framework for ecological masculinism that is 
accompanied by a plurality of ecomasculine praxes. This ecologised 
masculinities theory and praxes instigates a new conversation in 
environmental philosophy that facilitates the rise of ‘ecomen’ who serve 
important roles in forging a deep green future for all of life on Earth. 
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The following dissertation has been more than a decade in the making. I 
enrolled at Murdoch University in 2001 for what I thought would be a 
momentary sojourn in reading and writing, only to find that the following 
project fused with my very being. In this time, I approached what I thought 
was the completion of this project on many occasions. As is common with 
doctoral dissertations, I now realise that there is no exact finish line to cross. 
Rather, completion is an exercise in letting-go, after ruminating on the 
concepts that have consumed my life for so long. I can now look back with 
the benefit of hindsight knowing that my many attempts to declare myself 
‘complete’ have in fact been persistent reminders that I have started a 
conversation that I hope others will share with me. I have grown and am still 
growing through some older ways of being, thinking and doing. Through 
this process, I have arrived at fresher and more effective ways of connecting 
with my fellow human beings, the Earth and myself. However, the journey 
has been no solitary venture. Rather, the pages that follow are the product of 
my relational exchanges with lovers, family members, friends and 
colleagues, who have each reminded me in their own unique ways that I am 
a simple conduit through which this work and our collective wisdom has 
flowed. As a consequence, I have a number of acknowledgements that I 
would like to make. 
 
A Declaration of Caring wriggled out of my psyche as a result of my quest 
for a different kind of masculinity to the one I had been trained to be, think 
and do. The project is the product of many trials and tribulations that 
accompanied my pursuit of caring for and caring about others, the Earth that 
sustains us, and myself. Over the years, I have had countless conversations 
about this work. I have also taken time away from the project to put food in 
my belly, to fight for love, to teach, to pursue grand adventures in distant 
climes, and to retreat into myself to heal. Such has been the journey of my 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
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thirties, a time of great self-care accompanied by deep sorrows. The events 
of my life during this time have been pivotal in helping me test the thinking 
that this dissertation represents. While it was not obvious to me until 
recently, I have been my own case study, making this no ordinary academic 
canter. I have deliberately permitted the ebbs and flows of my personal life 
to inform the work that follows. I extend my heartfelt thanks to those people 
who have prodded me to share my thinking about men and the Earth. I have 
attempted to do so in the pages that follow with humility and honesty about 
my thoughts and my reality. I accept that this is simply one view. A few 
others have played key roles in the formulation of this work. I’d like to 
specifically acknowledge them here as well. 
 
To the agile dragonfly whose skip across a silvery lake goes unnoticed, to 
the pungent garlic chive whose oral burst is forgotten, to the zestful child 
whose squeal of delight is frowned upon by serious grown-ups, I offer each 
of you my first and foremost thanks for the reminder that you are what 
really matters in life, and are the raw reason for the work that follows. 
 
To my mother, what words can a son say beyond ‘thank you for having 
me’?  None of this would have been possible had you not carried, birthed 
and cared for me with the depth of love that you have. Your quiet prayer for 
my life to flourish has provided a constant tide of hope for my own future 
and that of the Earth, despite my own vagaries. Might the completion of this 
project be a cause for celebration for us both, I thank you for being with me 
every step of the way. You can now jump for joy! 
 
To Dad, that we have become dear friends gives me great cause to celebrate 
a different future for men than the ones we were both born into. Beyond the 
countless words of encouragement and the many dollars that you and mum 
have dedicated to supporting me, I am warmed in knowing that we not only 
love each other, but like each other as well. I am glad I came home. This 
work is as much about you and me as it is about all men.  
 
 xi 
To my uncle Leslie, whose shoebox New York City apartment was my 
refuge those many years ago, this project is largely about seeking an 
alternative manhood that you showed me was possible and I have since 
become. Your many gifts, your contemplative spirit, your sense of 
adventure and your faith in the joys of life have been more than a rope. The 
rite of passage of entering my adulthood in your care was a revolution of 
body, mind and spirit that I will carry with me all the days of my life. 
 
To Dottie, I offer a wide Western Australian smile for your constant interest 
in my life and this project. Your home as my retreat, your excitement for the 
wild West as my inspiration and your reminders that there is nothing more 
healing than a darn good laugh, have all been greater gifts than I could have 
possibly imagined. I am blessed to have you as my aunty.  
 
I thank Professor Peter Newman (Former Director of the Institute for 
Sustainability and Technology Policy or ISTP and Current Director of the 
Curtin University Sustainability Policy Institute or CUSP) for swinging the 
doors of the ISTP open to my musings. His ‘can-do’ attitude was what it 
took to start the process of crafting my lofty ideals into a Ph.D. that could 
pass the test of time.  
 
To those I interviewed in preparing this project, while your voices did not 
make the final cut, our conversations in those formative early days of the 
research were rich and sowed the seeds of a diverse field of thinking and 
writing.  
 
I have had the fortune of being accompanied by four dissertation supervisors 
over the years. Each of them deserves special mention here. 
 
Dr. Patsy Hallen is widely loved and now retired from her post as Senior 
Lecturer at Murdoch University. To Patsy, you have taken time to listen and 
carry me forth when I thought I might break, smiled widely at the smallest 
of my revelations, blessed me with your trademark ‘pungent breathe of a 
curious whale’, held faith in the vision that I had embarked on a worthy 
 xii 
project, and reminded me that I could best complete this dissertation by 
stilling my mind sufficiently enough to summarise my thinking in the single 
sentence that came as a direct result of your sound counsel: All men are 
born good and have an infinite capacity to care and be caring. Distilled 
further, I now commonly respond to the question ‘what do you do?’ with a 
simple and provocative retort – ‘I study blokes’. You helped me see that my 
professional journey mirrored my struggle to grow into the man I have 
become. Extending yourself to my project in retirement has been humbling. 
In return, I commit to paying forward your love and care for me as both 
your student and Earth-fellow. To your patience and consistency in ‘being 
there’, your courage to set boundaries and speak your truth with an open 
heart, your firm but kind hand, and your trademark philosophical brilliance, 
I bow my head in gratitude.  
 
Senior Lecturer Dr. Michael Booth took a keen interest in my project 
throughout Patsy’s watch, and stepped in enthusiastically when she retired. 
Sadly, Michael died shortly thereafter. As a dedicated feminist sociologist 
and walking encyclopaedia, he showed me the importance of broadening my 
search for an alternative future for men and the Earth. His soft-spoken and 
considered wisdom was not only humbling but also exemplified one version 
of the alternative masculinity that this work is dedicated to heralding. To 
your spirit and memory I offer a warm smile. 
 
To Associate Professor Brad Pettitt has who been the quintessential 
pragmatist and exemplar of efficiency, productivity and drive, I offer my 
heartfelt appreciations for quickly assuming the role of ‘stoker’ upon 
Michael’s untimely death. With the explicit intent of getting my ‘boiler 
room’ cranking, your enduring optimism, administrative savvy, and capacity 
to join dots across a morass of complexities, have been invaluable. You 
became not only an effective aide, but believed in me, advocated for my 
flourishing in more ways than I will ever possibly know, and helped me set 
limits time and again in my march towards completion. Through our many 
exchanges around this project and our mutual passion for community, I have 
gained a trusted friend. I honour your ability to hold out big visions for 
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yourself and a sustainable world, which you have graciously shared with 
me. 
 
Dr. Wendy Sarkissian joined my supervisory team in the project’s final 
quarter with the support of Brad. Wendy was a predecessor of mine at the 
ISTP, having been supervised by Patsy for her doctorate, but had graduated 
and moved to greener pastures long before my time. While we had not met, 
I knew of her from the corridor archival banter that unfolds when you hang 
around a university long enough. We were flung together for my final canter 
home by providence, which is worth recounting here. 
 
Brad was about to be become Mayor of the City of Fremantle, I was 
grooming the community in support of his campaign, and had decided to 
attend a CUSP seminar to speak local politics. On the day and unbeknownst 
to me, Wendy was the distinguished guest invited to share her thoughts with 
the audience about her new book: Kitchen Table Sustainability. In her 
presentation, she championed the cause for community and heart. Her vision 
beyond the collective struggle to create a flourishing future for all life on 
Earth filled me with hope. From her enthusiasm I could see that 
sustainability is a matter of taking time to know Others and the self. In a 
flash, I made the connection between the mythical Sarkissian of the ISTP’s 
corridor and this bold Canadian-Australian standing before me. The rest is 
history. In very short order, Wendy became my completion supervisor and 
tenacious writing coach. Her dedication included a gracious writing retreat 
at her woodsy home while I rewrote the final draft. During that time she fed 
me, encouraged me, and was directive and warm at the same time. 
 
Wendy, your huge and generous heart, attention to detail, courage to say the 
hard to say, thoroughness, encouragement and capacity to swiftly and 
agilely juggle the needs of my project with your many other commitments 
have been nothing short of monumental. In the closing stages of this project 
I have discovered not only a mentor and astute guide, but also a visionary, 
colleague and friend whose zest for life has been instrumental in the triumph 
of this work. I honour the bandicoots, the white gums, the wallabies, the 
 xiv 
curlews, the creeks, and Ovid’s Tristia for bringing us together. I can now 
step forth from this project largely because of your tireless efforts that have 
been nothing short of locomotive. For bringing to the kitchen table of 
sustainability your tenacity and affection, I say to you: ‘Namaste’. 
 
And a final word of thanks to the jovial Allan Johnstone for your kind-
hearted support on so many levels; as a veritable administrative miracle-
man and quintessential peacemaker, you have become a most favoured aide 
to many, including me. 
 
Through the combined efforts of these various people, I have had the rare 
privilege of receiving the sensual embodiment, academic rigor, conceptual 
cohesion and spiritual shepherding that made this project—eventually—
possible. A Declaration of Caring has emerged as an exercise in my 
walking my talk as I have sought ways to express the care and caring that I 
believe dwells within all men, beginning with me.  
 
This project is a deep reflection on the state of men, society and the Earth. 
Beyond the many valued contributions of my support team members, I note 
that any shortcomings that emerge in the following pages are entirely my 
own and will provide me with lesson after lesson in humility. 
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Prologue: Foundations for a Journey 
 
King Lear: O, ho, are you there with me? No eyes in your head, nor no 
money in your purse? Your eyes are in a heavy case, your purse in a 
light: yet you see how this world goes. 
Gloucester: I see it feelingly. 
(Shakespeare 2003: 4.5.140-145)  
 
 
This dissertation is about men, society and the Earth. It is the product of a 
journey that begins and ends with me. 
 
I was born and raised in the suburbs of Perth by parents of Maltese, Italian 
and Lebanese heritage. In the early fifties, both sides of my family 
emigrated from Alexandria, Egypt when my parents were children, to 
escape the ravages of the post-war years. As was the custom at that time in 
Australia, many ethnic groups stuck together and raised their families, as 
best they could, within the familiar traditions of the ‘old country’. Perth was 
a small city in those days, and the ethnic folks of southern European 
heritage typically knew each other. So it was of no great surprise that my 
parents’ paths crossed. They married young, and set about the task of 
making their own family. 
 
As part of the first-generation of our family to be born in Australia, I felt out 
of place: not fully Maltese, Italian, Lebanese or, for that matter, Australian. 
As I grew, this left me feeling confused about how I should behave as an 
Aussie bloke. I noticed that many men of similar heritage to me also 
struggled to fit in. Australian males generally seemed confident, jovial and 
keen on sports. But they also seemed quite emotionally shut down, except 
for being quick to anger and laugh raucously at the expense of others. I have 
few memories of receiving heartfelt care from an adult Australian male; 
caring seemed to be women’s business. My strongest recollection about the 
men in my early life was that they were loud, foreboding and unavailable.  
 xvi 
 
These observations left me longing to be closer with my dad and yet scared 
of the prospect at the same time. I could tell he loved me, but he also 
seemed hard to reach and I couldn’t understand why. Dad was a family 
loyalist—by this I mean that from an early age, he had tirelessly dedicated 
himself to protecting and providing for his mum and younger brother (my 
grandfather struggled through the transition to the new country, and had 
moved on to South Africa as my dad came of age, leaving my grandmother, 
my dad and my uncle to fend for themselves). Within a few years, dad’s 
sense of family duty expanded to include his young bride and children—as 
we each came along. He was a hard worker with little time for ‘fluff’. He 
worked long hours at several jobs, which meant I seldom saw him and when 
I did, our exchanges were often brief. That’s not uncommon for father-son 
relationships in the collision between Baby-Boomers and GenXers. The 
expectations placed on Australian men—like most Western men—pressure 
them to prioritise doing what needs to be done in order to make ends meet. 
This left little emotional energy for the active fathering of rambunctious 
children.  
 
Dad did things in the best way he knew. But the distance between us 
affected me powerfully. I could tell that something was missing in our 
relationship, but as a youngster, I had no idea what that ‘missing something’ 
was. It was not until many years later, while reflecting on the lives of men in 
Western society as a masculinities scholar, that I gained a clearer 
perspective on this. My father had grown up as a young migrant in a system 
that had trained him to be a protector and provider for his family and little 
else; he was conditioned to demonstrate how much he cared for his family 
through acts of service to us and our wider circle of family and friends, 
through his assumed role of being ‘the papa’, through his ability to ‘bring 
home the bacon’, and get up and do it all again the next day, and the next. I 
admire that tenacity in him greatly, and came to realise that my father was 
difficult to reach at least in part because he was working so hard—he was 
literally exhausted by the demands of being the primary ‘bread winner’ for 
those he loved the most. This situation seemed to be draining for him and 
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was, I think, a prime source of my unrest in our relationship. It was with 
these early memories burned into my being that I became curious about and 
dedicated to exploring the emotional cost of the social morays we have 
imposed on men and the ways that these messages affect the people these 
men love the most.  
 
At first, I rejected the ways of being, thinking and doing my manhood that 
seemed to impact so severely on my dad and the other men that I recalled 
from my youth. I was 20, my science degree was in hand, I had a little 
money in my pocket from my first job out of university, and that was 
enough for me to turn my back on Australia, and set off overseas to find 
myself. Thinking I would escape the uneasiness of my earlier years, I went 
to live with my uncle—my dad’s brother—who, like me, had rejected 
Australian culture in his early twenties, and found his way to a teaching job 
in New York City. During my time in New York, I had many experiences 
that were far from ‘normal’ back home in Perth. My uncle and his 
community of friends were softer, kinder, attentive, effeminate, available, 
and even ‘motherly’ towards me. This softness stood in stark contrast to the 
emotional unavailability of the men I had known while growing up in Perth. 
The juxtaposition between these two very different examples of masculinity 
prompted me to seek an alternative path for my own manhood, and marked 
the beginning of a pilgrimage across three continents and through ten 
communities, searching for renditions of masculinity that were freed from 
the constraints of my upbringing.  
 
Moving away from the sanctuary of my year with my uncle in New York, 
and for much of the remaining years of my twenties, I created a home for 
myself in rural Pennsylvania with a group of five adults and four children. 
There, I lived an organic life in a rambling two-hundred-year old farmhouse. 
Not long before arriving, I had started seeing a young woman who was born 
and raised in Los Angeles, and was living the life of a dedicated social and 
environmental activist. I joined her and her friends in an earnest quest to 
right the world’s wrongs. Our semi-rural home backed onto a state forest 
reserve. We grew our own vegetables, chopped our own wood, frolicked 
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naked in the creek that ran through the backyard, wandered timelessly 
through the woods nearby, shared boisterous communal meals, raised each 
other’s children, pitched in shoulder-to-shoulder to do chores, and 
collectivised our finances. During that time, we also actively engaged in our 
local township as a team of community organisers. We dedicated our days 
to ending environmental destruction, the mistreatment of young people and 
the oppression of people of colour. These experiences taught me that 
sustaining Nature and sustaining the self were different sides of the same 
coin. Those years were an experiment in intentional living that I found 
deeply rewarding, and they provided me with an acute alternative view to 
mainstream life. However, as is the nature of such idealised times in our 
lives, our stint in communal living eventually came to an end.  
 
By my late twenties, I had become despondent about my effectiveness as an 
activist in our local community. My contributions appeared to be 
insignificant in the wake of a capitalist military-industrial complex bent on 
global domination by any means necessary; wars started, hate groups came 
to town, young people were beaten in their homes and in the streets, despite 
my greatest efforts to prevent such things from happening. Around the same 
time, our dear friends and housemates felt the need to consolidate their 
family unit, and moved across the country to start a new life as a traditional 
nuclear family. The single father who also shared the house with us moved 
closer to the mother of his children to better manage a shared custody 
arrangement. And naturally, the children of these two families went with 
them, leaving my partner and I (who were childless) with each other. The 
communal living that had been the glue that held she and I together 
evaporated. And freed from the distractions of our lively home, our core 
relationship issues, which we both had been avoiding, rapidly surfaced. 
Shortly after our communal home split up, my partner at the time and I 
separated.  
 
I didn’t know it then, but in the quiet way of cherished moments gone by, 
these years of alternative living defined my thinking as a community leader, 
as an academic, and as a man. My thirtieth birthday marked a major 
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transformation in my life. The sudden ending of our communal home and 
my relationship with my partner at the time left me wondering if it was truly 
possible for people to care for each other over the long-term and beyond the 
lure of self-interest. My experiences during these formative years left me 
with a sense that the organic world we once had, had been lost. But, I 
earnestly believed, as I still do, that such a gentle life, filled with love, care 
and kindness for all others (human and other-than-human Others or simply 
all Others1) as well as the self, was in fact recoverable. With this in mind, 
and a clear slate before me, I set about the task of exploring the root causes 
of what I refer to in this dissertation as a ‘malestream’ approach to life, 
which I believe characterises Western societies.2 I came to the conclusion 
that reawakening an organic, simpler and more community-oriented life 
required a willingness to tackle the broader problems of the world around 
us. It was around the same time that our intentional community and my 
partnership dissolved that I received news from Perth of my dad’s illness. 
His doctor speculated that he might be on the verge of a stroke at the 
culmination of his arduous working life. They whisked him off to hospital 
for tests. The condition was indeed stress-related, but could be addressed 
with behavioural changes and medication. Dad took early retirement and 
adopted some radical life-style changes in order to recover his health, 
including having more time and an increased desire to engage with his 
prodigal son. He let me know that he wanted me to come home. 
 
With my course set, I enrolled in a graduate programme back in Perth and 
headed home. I rationalised this to be the best way for me to bring about 
transformation from within the very systems I had spent my early adulthood 
attempting to avoid. But I also knew on some deeper level that I needed to 
go home to reinvent my relationship with my dad. In the years that 
followed, my relationship with my father warmed considerably as we both 
stepped towards each other again and again, even in the face of momentary 
differences of opinion. To my delight, my father’s health is the better for his 
retirement; he has become a dedicated leader in local politics, championing 
social and environmental causes. And through our many exchanges, he has 
become one of my dearest and most trusted friends.  
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From this important transition, my curiosity about men’s lives grew in scope 
and scale. I wondered how every man’s story was like mine. I began to 
notice men’s general reticence to give up privilege, power and control in 
their families and communities. I found this reticence was connected with 
my long-held concerns for the wellbeing of the Earth. I came to see that the 
world we have created was rife with oppressions that consistently promoted 
men’s interests ahead of women, children, and non-human Nature. I also 
realised that despite the accoutrements of malestream society, men’s 
emotional lives are considerably impoverished, our levels of isolation 
unparalleled, our hearts broken far more easily than we are taught to expect, 
our access to our emotions atrophied, our risk of heart disease, cancer, 
accidents, drug and alcohol abuse, and rates of successful suicide 
unprecedented. Even though men are socio-politically advantaged by sexist 
societies, I came to see that the traditional renditions of modern Western 
masculine identities were in fact internally bankrupt. This realisation alerted 
me to what I suspect was a prime reason that men impose the kinds of 
oppressions upon Others and themselves that we so commonly do. 
Following a ‘hunch’, I set about the task of finding ways to enable men to 
access the levels of emotional trust and safety with each other, their 
communities and the Earth that I had experienced in my twenties. I 
dedicated myself to a journey of discovering what it means to be a man 
who—in Gloucester’s words—‘lives life feelingly’. The seeds were sown 
for the dissertation that follows.  
 
 
 
                                                
1 Karen Warren’s contribution to the discourse on ‘otherised’ Others is a critical analysis of 
what she refers to as a ‘logic of domination’, defined as ‘a logical structure of 
argumentation that “justifies” domination and subordination … assumes that superiority 
justifies subordination … [and] is offered as a moral stamp for keeping Downs [as-in 
oppressed Others] down’ (Warren 1987: 6, Warren 2000: 24, 47). The phrase ‘human and 
other-than-human Others’ is derived from Warren’s discussion on a ‘logic of domination’ 
which provides select men within patriarchal social arrangements with an injunction to 
marginalise, background and inferiorise any one (human or non-human) who does not fit 
within the parameters of select and advantages norms that I define and refer to throughout 
the dissertation as ‘malestream’ norms. Warren noted that injustice, inequity, and the 
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benefits and burdens of oppressive socially constructed mind-sets (or conceptual 
frameworks) are the by-products of patriarchy (Warren 1987: 6, Warren 1994: 180). 
Consequently, otherising results in the inferiorisation of all women, all non-humans, and 
those men who fail to fit within the parameters of traditional masculine privilege—
specifically gay men, queers, bisexuals, transgendered men and also includes, in some 
instances, the ‘otherising’ of men who have physical disabilities, men of colour, poor men, 
or men who choose to participate in tasks that cut against the patriarchal grain, such as 
activism, childcare, nursing, etc. I refer to and the will henceforth abbreviate all these 
otherised groups and individuals as ‘Others’ or ‘all Others’.  
 
Warren deconstructed the mechanisms of oppression within male-dominated society, and 
sought remedies to this hubris through an ideological alternative to the masculine 
domination of women and Nature. Her particular rendition of an ‘ecological’ feminism 
might be thought of as transformative, aspiring to specific and measurable outcomes that 
challenge superiorised men, while positing liberation for women and nature. Warren’s 
ecological feminism constructed an ethical platform that was ‘care-sensitive’ in the context 
of a liberated society, and remains necessarily feminist and ecological. When taken to its 
logical conclusion, such an ecological feminism has applications to the gender/Nature 
relationship, challenging the caring virtues of mothering, nursing, and friendship that are 
traditionally subscribed to women (Warren 1994: 97, 113). Warren’s ‘care-sensitive’ ethics 
were achieved through a tripartite process of moral reasoning: 
 
1. The injunction to care about oneself and others, concurrently 
2. The universal application of cooperative and ‘care-based’ ethics 
3. The facilitation of caring actions (Warren 1994: 108).  
 
This progression guided both women and men towards caring actions. Ironically, 
traditionally feminised ethics are ‘often lost or underplayed in mainstream [malestream] 
ethics (Warren 1994:108). However, such ethics readily fail to be noticed in the morass of 
the malestream. Warren’s ecological feminism is devoted to ‘theory-rebuilding’, which 
omits these existing male-biases in stepping towards moral reasoning, motivations, and 
practices of cooperation and care for the self in connection with others (Warren 1994 98, 
11, 113).  
 
2 The term ‘malestream’ is attributed to Mary O’Brien’s (1981: 62) writings on women’s 
reproductive rights. I define this term and the meaning I attach to it in Chapter 1. Loosely, it 
is used synonymously with ‘patriarchy’. However, ‘malestream’ refers specifically to those 
socially sanctioned norms that are supportive of patriarchal domination and pave the way 
for modern Western men and masculine identities to conform to patriarchal thoughts, words 
and actions such that men and traditional renditions of masculinity flourish best within the 
social structures created. These norms are typically accompanied by an internalised sense 
of superiority in some men over other men, women and Nature. 
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INTRODUCTION: 
 
CHAPTER 1: 
CALLING FORTH MEN OF CARE AND CARING 
 
 
We have to come to terms with our illusions about feminized 
nature, because they serve to legitimate the exploitation of 
nature by a male-dominated culture. The feeling is widespread 
among us that what we find in nature is the basic compliance of 
a female waiting to be used by the culture, a culture which is 
always symbolized as masculine. 
Elizabeth Dodson Gray 1982: 106 
 
The Pilbara, Western Australia (Largier 2008) 
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A Mandate for Ecological Masculinism? 
Where are all the ecomasculinists? 
While there are some men writing in ecofeminism … there does not 
seem to be any literature on how the environmental and feminist 
movements together form a strong critique of the dominant Western 
masculine tradition. Does anyone know of any critical examinations 
(specifically ecofeminist critiques) of this position, particularly one that 
addresses masculinity rather than patriarchy? While non-essentialist 
ecofeminists have pointed out the problems of a simple celebration of 
the 'feminine' there seems to be a theoretical gap on the reformulation of 
masculinity in the light of ecofeminism. Do we still wish to keep some 
degree of polarity or are we looking at the creation of an androgynous 
gender?? [sic]. 
(Twine et al. 1995) 
 
A Beginning  
When ecofeminist-inspired scholar Richard Twine (1995) posted the 
comment quoted above on the Essex Ecofem Listerv, he raised the profile of 
a lively new discourse for gender studies, sustainability and ecophilosophy 
whose time has now come. This new conversation has taken some twenty 
five years to gestate since Shepherd Bliss’s (1987)1 coining of the term in 
his seminal paper titled: Revisioning Masculinity: A report on the growing 
men's movement. The question that Twine raised was relevant to both men 
and women, initiated a fresh inquiry for environmentalism, and had 
particular relevance to the long-term status of the human/Nature2 
relationship. Building on these preliminary foundations, the position that I 
take throughout this dissertation is that our social and environmental 
problems are indeed the products of oppressive concepts and actions that are 
shaped by malestream norms3, which are fundamentally ‘daring’.4 As a 
consequence, I argue throughout this dissertation that there is a vital need to 
reawaken and formalise a discourse focused on masculine ecologisation.  
 
I am not the first to note the negative social, political and economic 
consequences of men’s traditional or malestream identities, attitudes and 
behaviours. Indeed, feminism has been instrumental in this regard. Further, 
the politics of men’s contemporary experiences are awash with the 
excessive pride and ego-driven superiority that accompanies malestream 
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hubris and hegemonic social arrangements.5 Responding to this, some 
scholars have identified the mutual concerns for the health and wellbeing of 
humanity and the Earth, with a particular focus on the oppression of women 
and Nature by a male dominated world—indeed the entire ecological 
feminist discourse (which I discuss at length in Chapter 3) has emerged over 
the last almost forty years to address precisely these concerns. However, 
despite Bliss’s initiation and Twine’s poignant questions, an equivalent, 
male-focused discourse that parallels these concerns for social and 
environmental justice does not currently exist. To-date, an ecomasculinist 
discourse has not been formulated; no effective theoretical or practical 
approach (henceforth praxis or praxes)6 to enrolling modern Western men 
and masculinities in the task of forging a sustainable future for all life on 
Earth has yet been established. Men—indeed those individuals most 
responsible for humanity’s affronts to society and environment—remain on 
the fringes of this vital discourse that has, at its heart, concerns about the 
very survival of our species and the myriad living systems which sustain us. 
Twine’s important question has effectively been left unattended. The irony 
of this is palpable.  
 
Men, modern Western men in particular, and a select group of modern 
Western men at that, have instead continued to laud the privileges accorded 
them by a malestream world. These gendered advantages have been 
instituted not only to the detriment of women and non-human Nature. The 
same mechanisms of male domination that have advantaged some men, 
have marginalised many other men, creating ranked access to resources and 
systems of domination according to one’s proximity to select criteria of 
idealised masculinity (Gramsci 1971, Connell 1987, Howson 2006).  
 
Raewyn Connell (1995: 77) made a definitive claim that this hegemonised 
masculine ideal: 
 
... can be defined as the configuration of gender practice which embodies the 
currently accepted answer to the problem of the legitimacy of patriarchy, which 
guarantees (or is taken to guarantee) the dominant position of men and the 
subordination of women.  
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Building on Antonio Gramsci’s analysis of class relations where one group 
aims to claim and sustain a lead role in society, Connell (2001a: 38-39) 
suggested that hegemonic masculinity constituted a dominant and 
oppressive gender practice. She argued that men have legitimated patriarchy 
to such an extent that their positions of primacy and women’s subordination 
have been both institutionalised and embodied through hierarchical and 
dominating heterosexual, aggressive, competitive and homosocial networks 
that advantage men and excluded women (Connell 1997a: 8).7 These 
hegemonic expressions of the masculine self create mechanisms of 
domination that ensure some (specifically modern Western white men) have 
best access to the privileges that malestream societies offer, while those who 
do not fit within this select group, which are most men, women and Nature, 
are disadvantaged (Synnott 2009: 5). The status of men is then not 
exclusively that of the oppressor or the oppressed, but rather is ‘bi-polar’ 
precisely because they dominate the top and bottom of human societies 
(Synnott 2009: 5-6). Men are not positioned equally in society. In other 
words, they are not reaping the benefits of malestream norms equally. In 
their most powerful manifestations, men serve as global decisions makers, 
determining who does and does not profit from the Earth’s riches, but they 
do so in ways that exclude many of their fellow men from the lion’s share of 
socially sanctioned wealth. Notably, and of particular importance to this 
dissertation, these select few privileged men often give little attention to the 
virtues of care (the notion of feeling care for someone or something) and 
caring (the act of caring for the needs of the Other, beyond personal needs) 
except perhaps on a limited basis. In the context of malestream privileges, 
care and caring are typically extended conditionally and with a clear vision 
of the personal gains attached. 
  
We can then argue that malestream approaches to modern Western 
masculinity have rendered Western society resistant to the valuative shifts 
needed to create gender justice and environmental health. This reticence is 
not surprising; men’s willingness to address gender inequities and 
environmental concerns directly erode malestream privilege, providing 
potent disincentives for many men to support a sustainable future for all life 
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on Earth—one I refer to throughout this dissertation as a ‘deep green 
future’.8 Rather than engaging in this important life-preserving project, 
many Western men are instead systematically cajoled into hubristic and 
hegemonic oppressor roles that continue to prop up the malestream. These 
roles are generated and maintained by a number of institutionalised 
mechanisms that sustain men’s addictions to their societal advantages, 
ensuring that some men are privileged more so than others, while also 
oppressing women and Nature. Ironically, these mechanisms of select 
privileging of some men over all Others are the very same mechanisms that 
are responsible for oppressing them—stripping them of their fullest sense of 
themselves as human beings and separating them from wider Nature at 
considerable cost to their inner wellbeing (I discuss the notion of full 
humanness momentarily). It is consequently important to commence any 
conversation about the intersection between modern Western men, 
masculine identities and Nature with an introductory understanding of 
men’s oppression and ecopsychology, as consideration for both builds a 
bridge between men’s health and wellbeing and the health and wellbeing of 
the Earth, revealing the heart of the problem that this dissertation is 
designed to address. 
 
Men’s Oppression  
Men’s oppression is a term used to illuminate the impact of modern Western 
norms on men’s lives. Richard Rohr (2005 [1990]: 28) noted that: 
 
Part of our oppression as men ... is that we are taught to oppress others who have 
less status than we do. It creates a pecking order and a sense of superiority. We 
especially oppress racial minorities, homosexuals, the poor and women. 
Psychologically we have to do this in order to have some feeling of superiority in 
the absence of any real accomplishments. When we are prevented from making any 
actual difference in the world, we create illusions of difference in order to have any 
self-esteem at all. 
 
This ego-driven desire to compare and compete against others reinforces the 
societal pressures placed on men to be better, higher, stronger, more virile, 
smarter, richer, more powerful, composed and adored than their supposed 
competition, in order to validate an inner sense of ‘feeling good about 
himself’ in comparison to other men. This ‘internalised’ sense of superiority 
is in fact a symptom of men’s oppression. Indeed, many men don’t even 
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know that they are subject to oppression through the same mechanisms that 
facilitate their advantages.  
 
Throughout this dissertation, I take the view that men’s oppression is real, 
harmful to men, women and the Earth, and is the key reason that our species 
has struggled to forge a truly sustainable future. Men’s oppression is 
disguised by this internalised superiorisation. In addition, it has been 
suggested that men’s oppression and the need for men’s liberation is of 
great importance but is also more difficult to achieve for men than for 
women in Western society since women readily recognise that they are 
oppressed by malestream society, while men do not (Rohr 2005 [1990]: 28-
29). Their oppression is in fact disguised by their advantaging within 
malestream societal morays. For men, the inability (or unwillingness) to 
perceive the oppressive mechanisms that afflict women, Nature and 
themselves, is blinding, encouraging them to operate through ontologies of 
domination to the detriment of all life, including the themselves (Smith 
1972).  
 
The mechanisms of men’s oppression serve to medicate men against the 
limitations of malestream norms. They also deepen the levels of suffering 
imposed upon men by the malestream system that is of their own making, 
and is, ironically, designed to be of their principal benefit. For the purposes 
of this dissertation, the nine most relevant mechanisms of men’s oppression 
are: 
 
1. Workplace exploitation  
2. Alcohol and drug industries (including nicotine and 
pharmaceuticals) 
3. Criminal courts, police and prisons 
4. Sex industries 
5. Sport industries 
6. Education institutions 
7. The Armed Services 
8. The Family 
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9. Religious Institutions 
(Jackins et al. 1999: 14, also see Whyte 1998) 
 
... which collectively encourage and support men to use the Earth’s 
resources and the mechanisms of social functioning to accumulate wealth 
and power at the expense of otherised Others. Each of these institutions has 
addictive tendencies, is particularly pervasive in Western malestreams, and 
accentuates masculine competition, aggression and violence. Notably, they 
also represent the nine principal institutions that privilege men over all 
Others. 
 
These nine mechanisms of men’s oppression both privilege men and erode 
their humanity at the same time. They do so in confusing ways, because 
they can in the immediate sense make men feel more powerful; in other 
words they stroke the masculine ego, while hiding the true cost of 
malestream norms on men (and Others) by encouraging internalised 
superiorisation in the illusionary belief that they will somehow be secure in 
a masculinity that is aligned with an idealised formula of manhood; an 
oppressively malestreamed masculinity that is, in fact, restrictive, temporary 
and costly to all people and the planet. I suggest that the deconstructive 
work of examining men’s oppression is an integral component of achieving 
both social and environmental justice for all.  
 
Running parallel to these concerns about the state of men’s lives and their 
impacts on upon people and the planet has been the impact of environmental 
degradation on our psychological health and wellbeing as a species. It is this 
discourse that I introduce next, as the two combined concerns are 
foundational for the arguments that follow. 
 
The Psychology of Earth Care  
Ecopsychology has been of considerable assistance in critiquing the impact 
of men’s oppression on men, women and Nature (Schroll 2007). As a 
distinct discourse with links to modern psychology and ecophilosophy, 
ecopsychology explores the root causes of ecological and environmental 
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pathologies as fundamentally egocentric. The discourse argues that the 
human ego—that cognitive collection of human abilities that arises from 
and regulates consciousness as if a template through which men view the 
world—presumes that we are ‘born of need and exist to facilitate need-
fulfilment’ (Roszak 1992: 282-286, 289-291, Greenway 1994a: 2-3, 1994b: 
22, 1994d: 7, 1995: 131). In The Voice of the Earth and as a vocal 
spokesperson for The Ecopsychology Institute, Theodore Roszak (1992: 
321, 1998: 319-324) proposed eight recommendations for claiming a new 
place in the cosmos for humanity that he referred to as an ‘ecological id’. 
One of Roszak’s (1998: 320) recommendations is of particular relevance 
here; that we must re-evaluate ‘certain compulsively “masculine” character 
traits that permeate our structures of political power and which drive us to 
dominate nature as if it were an alien and rightless realm’. He argued that 
this re-evaluation would demystify the bifurcations between the sexes by 
subverting the domination of traditional masculine norms.9 Roszak (1992: 
41-42) suggested that: 
 
... there is a psychological dimension ... that must be addressed if one is to find a 
graceful way to connect mind and the world. How clearly we understand the world 
depends on the emotional tone with which we confront the world. Care, trust, and 
love determine that tone, as they do our relationship to another person. Our sense of 
being split off from an “outer’ world where we find no companionable response has 
everything to do with our obsessive need to conquer and subjugate. 
 
Notably, care, trust and love are stereotypically feminised while splitting 
away from the outer world in order to conquer and subjugate Others are 
stereotypically masculinised qualities, which characterise the modern 
Western human condition. Roszak (1992: 243) challenged some of the 
conventional norms of the contemporary men’s movement, making an 
important distinction between the ‘wild man’ who accepts the feminine 
aspect of the human psyche, from the ‘savage man’ whose tendency to 
exploit and do violence to the world has been centrally complicit in the 
social and environmental problems we now face. These insights suggested 
that ‘[t]here will be no peace in the battle of the sexes and no ecological 
sanity until we finally have done with the nonsense of sorting human virtues 
into masculine and feminine bins’ (Roszak 1992: 243). This battle between 
head and heart is a battle between the masculine and the feminine, 
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essentialised and pinned to the expectant manifestations of men and 
women’s lives that many struggle and indeed fail to confirm to. Roszak 
(1992: 243) continued by stating that: 
 
[g]eneralizations about “the nature of man” and the “nature of women” turn out to 
be generalizations about the entire human race. ... Suppose we were to grant, then, 
that, ... the ecological sensibility the planet needs can be found sheltering in “woman 
consciousness.” We are left to ask if it is to be found exclusively there? And if not, 
how long must we wait to see it evoke in males as well? [original emphasis]   
 
To my mind, there is no logical reason to presume that women alone 
harbour the care (as ideation) and caring (as praxis) needed for humanity to 
nurture the Earth. There are however, compelling reasons that some have 
drawn such conclusions. 
 
The human ego is drawn to dualise (winner/loser, mind/body, 
subject/object, human/God, male/female, culture/Nature, etc.). American 
‘psycho-ecologist’ come ecopsychologist and wilderness leader Robert 
Greenway (1994a: 3) argued that the ‘standard ego’ dominates our Western 
mental processes, occupies our consciousness, and has become: 
 
... very competitive, very isolated and lonely … very, very busy, for the less 
cooperative or affiliated we are, the more we need to do everything ourselves … to 
keep on consuming and accumulating … power, defeat over illness and death, of 
comfort and, always just beneath the surface, of happiness. 
 
The Western self is separated from the Other by the illusionary ‘props’ of 
human culture (Greenway 1994a: 2, 27-28, 1994b: 23, 1994d: 2, 6-7, 1995: 
124). This condition is in urgent need of healing, which the Earth in 
Greenway’s view delivers, and has particular relevance to the lives of 
modern Western men by subverting their addictive hold of human culture in 
favour of social and environmental justice (Greenway 1995: 130-131, 135). 
Along with an assemblage of psychologists and psychologically aligned 
environmental protectionists, Greenway highlighted the importance of 
transcending the human (especially the modern Western male) ego that is 
reified by Western cultural constructs, if we are truly to let the world in and 
touch the self, while also coming out from within the self to touch the world 
(Greenway 1994d: 7; also see: Craik 1970, Wohlwill 1970, Ittelson et al. 
1974, Kaplan and Talbot 1983, Kaplan and Kaplan 1989, Roszak 1992, 
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Swan 1992, Glendinning 1994,  Greenway 1995, Clinebell 1996, DuNann 
Winter 1996, Gardner and Stern 1996, Milton 2002, DuNann Winter and 
Koger 2004, Buzzell and Chalquist eds. 2009, Mabey 2009). For the 
purposes of this dissertation, the loss of connection to the Other is taken 
here to be a primary consequence of malestream social constructions, 
further to the psychological impacts of Nature destruction to the human 
psyche.  
 
Through the efforts of ecopsychologists, we are being coached towards 
recalling and re-verbalising our imprinted experiences with Nature from 
childhood through to adulthood in order to heal the Earth and ourselves 
(Clinebell 1996: 3). Such coaching has particular relevance for the Western 
male, who is, hypermasculinised by Western malestreams, and thereby 
easily drawn to isolation, competition, egotism, and disconnection from the 
broader pulsing of life; conditions which have arisen precisely because of 
the malestream socialisations that condition Western men to baulk at 
crossing the ‘psychological boundary’ from self to deep connection with 
humans and non-human Others. 
 
A reason for the particularly acute disconnection that pervades modern 
Western men’s lives may be that social constraint placed upon them by 
malestream norms. These constraints tend to accentuate men’s 
competitiveness and performance, but can leave them with more to lose than 
other men (and women) when they remove themselves from the comforts of 
their material lives by stepping over the wilderness/culture divide. For 
example, it could be argued that men’s struggles on the wilderness side of 
the human/Nature divide help explain malestream motivations for the most 
harmful human practices in the history of our species and the Earth. Men’s 
efforts (and those of the most ‘powerful’ men in particular) embolden the 
realm where they are the most secure (that being the ‘civilised’ world) by 
concocting thoughts, words and actions that serve as salve against the real 
inner work of finding ways to deeply and profoundly connect with life, 
Nature and the Universe. From his extensive experiences with both men and 
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women on wilderness expeditions, Robert Greenway (1994d: 3) concluded 
that: 
... there is a “wound” or “flaw” or “mistake” or “misdirection” in our psychological 
make-up, a process to which we are addicted; an activity that has been fundamental 
to our evolutionary survival and now has become an instrument of our demise.10 
 
Building on such insights, I will argue that this supposed masculine ‘flaw’ is 
synonymous with the systemic pressures placed upon the most advantaged 
of men as well as marginalised men, women and Nature by malestream 
norms. I will demonstrate a way that malestream men in particular can 
become aware of and regain greater balance (or congruency between head, 
heart and intuition) with human and other-than-human Others in alignment 
with these ecopsychological views, which argue in favour of the rise of an 
‘authentic’ masculine persona (Free 2010), which I and others before me 
have referred to as ‘ecomasculinities’ (see Chapter 5).  
 
The Need for an Ecologised Masculinities Theory and Praxes  
As I have introduced above, Richard Twine’s query about Bliss’s term 
‘ecomasculinity’ posed some pivotal question that have remained largely 
ignored until now. If we are to explicate the nexus between men, 
masculinities and Nature, the inherent contradictions that mar modern 
Western maleness must be reconciled; we must facilitate an ethical 
transformation towards ecologised masculinities.11 It is for this reason that I 
have featured men’s oppression and ecopsychology in the opening 
statements of this dissertation—to highlight the costs of malestream norms 
on women, Nature and men. Let us now return to the questions that Twine 
posed in more detail as we step towards an ecologised masculinities theory 
 
In only four short but lively exchanges on the Ecofem Listserv between the 
10th and 21st of November 1995, Twine and his colleagues initiated a 
discussion about the validity and relevance of an ‘ecomasculinist’ debate 
that might stand parallel to ecofeminism (Twine et al. 1995). During that 
brief exchange, Twine responded to his own question ‘Where are all the 
ecomasculinists?’ in the following way: 
 
 12 
I don’t like the term 'ecomasculinist', it was just used initially because the topic of 
our seminar that week was 'Where are all the ecomasculinists? I'm not convinced the 
term even makes any sense after all it is ecofeminisms we are interested in rather 
than ecofemininities! (Twine et al. 1995). 
 
This statement offers us some insight into the reasons why Twine’s query 
met an ontological dead end at the time. 
 
Twine divorced himself from his own query for understandable reasons. He 
pursued an academic career that was sympathetic to his ecofeminist 
allegiances, moving forward to sing the praises of ecological feminism as an 
adequate enough discourse in its own right, making the need for an 
ecologised masculinities theory redundant (Twine et al. 1995).12 Like the 
work that follows, ecological feminism is located in the nexus between the 
gender studies, sustainability and ecophilosophical discourses, and informs 
debates about the human/Nature relationship with valuable and insightful 
socio-political and ecological theories and praxes. Further, ecological 
feminism, like two other great ‘ecosophic’13 traditions (social ecology and 
deep ecology—which I collectively refer to in Chapter 3 as the ‘three main 
subfields of environmental thought’), has contributed valuable insights 
about the human/Nature relationship. While I acknowledge that the 1990’s 
were a period of extensive and expansive ecosophical debate, I note that the 
three main subfields of environmental thought have struggled to maintain 
momentum in their respective efforts in the Twenty First Century in order to 
bring about greater societal and Earth care. There is a need for further 
ecosophical work to assure a viable future for life on Earth. But unlike 
Twine, I consider a masculine ecologisation process to be a necessary 
ingredient in the work of forging a deep green future. Not only do I posit an 
ecologised masculinities theory, but like ecological feminism, I also chart a 
course towards a plurality of accompanying ecomasculine praxes as well 
(see Chapter 6). 
 
Notably, we cannot simply compartmentalise women as creator and fosterer 
of life, living wholly and fully beyond masculine thinking. Neither can we 
characterise all men as hostile towards the Earth and humanity; suggestions 
that men are in dire need for ‘women to teach [them] how to be human’ 
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essentialised both men and women into prescribed gendered roles, which are 
fundamentally restrictive (Montagu 1968: 159, Kreps 2010: 5).  
 
I will argue throughout this dissertation that modern Western maleness is 
generally disconnected from Others but that this separation need not be the 
intractable destiny of men and masculine identities in the West. I will 
suggest that this paradox accentuates the need for Western maleness to be 
redefined in ways that emphasise men’s willingness and ability to embrace 
the health and wellbeing of Others and the self through care and caring. In 
other words, modern Western malestream norms need to be subverted with 
what might be considered an integrated inner masculine and feminine self, 
which is, ultimately, post-gendered and therefore non-essentialised. I will 
argue throughout this dissertation that such an authentic masculine persona 
is better able to centralise and freely express care and caring for all Others, 
and the self—concurrently. Following the recommendations of 
ecopsychologists, I will suggest that it is now time for an ecologised 
masculinities theory, which I refer to throughout this dissertation as 
ecological masculinism; one that also gives rise to a plurality of 
ecomasculine praxes.  
 
At this early juncture, I would like to clarify the meaning I attach to the term 
ecological masculinism. Like scholars who have come before me, I use the 
term ‘ecological’ both literally and metaphorically. German Biologist Ernst 
Haeckel first coined the term Oecologie in 1866, borrowing from the Greek 
root terms Oikos meaning ‘the family household and Logy meaning ‘the 
study of ’. Charles Krebs (2008: 2-4) recently defined ecology as a science 
that examines the ‘interrelations of all organism’. As a science, ecology 
raises concerns not only about humans and our impact on the Earth’s living 
systems but also about the relationships between the component species 
within those living systems. The science can be quantitative or qualitative in 
its raw form: using data analyses to track relational patterns within 
ecosystems that help us understand how various species are interrelated. 
However, ecology also has powerful metaphorical references, facilitating 
communication within and between species at various frequencies, 
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intensities and velocities, which permit us to resolve conflicts non-violently 
(Drengson 2001: 64-65). As a study of the relationships between living 
things and their environment, ecology has become a metaphor for the ways 
we understand, influence and care for Earth in a wide variety of ways. The 
‘eco’ in ecology is now widely used as a prefix for a number of 
environmentally or relationally focused inquiries that are both vernacular 
and formally established (e.g., ecowarrior, ecoactivist, ecopsychology, 
ecoethics, ecophilosophy, ecosophy, ecosopher, econews, ecosphere, 
ecosystem, ecotone, ecotope, and so forth). I am most interested in the ways 
that men and masculine identities interrelate with other humans, non-human 
Nature and the self. For this reason, the ‘ecological’ metaphor along with its 
literal meanings seems an appropriate first term for my study. I use term ‘to 
ecologise’ as a verb to refer both to the conceptual and practical processes 
of engaging in ecological masculinism as a new conversation about men, 
masculinities and Nature. 
 
A wealth of scholarly and non-scholarly writing attempts to define and 
describe the term masculinism, indicating that the actual meaning of this 
term is still being debated. The suffix ‘-ism’ generally refers to a 
philosophically significant and systemically distinct personal and political 
theory and practice. I trace the term back to the 1980s men’s movement, 
which focused on defending the socio-economic and political landscapes of 
men and boys.14 Some early responses from both women and men equated 
masculinism with male backlashes against feminism (Faludi 1991, van 
Mechelen 1993). ‘Masculinism’ was correlated with the Adlerian notion of 
‘protest masculinity’ advanced by Martin Mac an Ghaill (1994), Raewyn 
Connell (1995) and Michael Kimmel (2003). Protest masculinity typically 
refers to exaggerated visibility in a man’s adulthood resulting in advanced 
expressions of hubris to compensate for a disadvantaged youth. I use the 
term ‘masculinism’ more broadly here. Despite the continuing debate about 
the meaning of the term, for the purposes of this dissertation, I treat 
‘masculinism’ as synonymous with the terms ‘masculinities discourse’, 
‘masculinities theory’ and ‘men’s studies’. The term is conceptual, and has 
applications in the broader sense by highlighting a range of political 
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positions from left to right that make up a mosaic of masculine identities 
and their resultant associated praxes. I do so to highlight the political 
significance of feminism, which, like men’s studies, serves as an umbrella 
term, rather than a specific reflection of a single or narrow band of 
ideological representations and associated thoughts words and actions. The 
term ‘masculinism’ therefore represents the male counterpart to feminism 
within the discipline of gender studies, which might be thought of as the 
conceptual synonym for the terms masculinities discourse or men’s studies.   
 
Following the lead of ecological feminists, I intend to explicate the 
intersecting discursive terrain indicated above, effectively initiating a new 
discourse that ecologises men’s studies, while bringing masculinities 
concerns to sustainability and ecophilosophy. Like Twine, I am sympathetic 
to the gendered significance of our social and environmental problems. I see 
this as a crucial component of the next wave of ecosophic inquiry, which 
follows in the footsteps of the three main subfields of environmental thought 
and might assist us in generating the right conditions for a sustainable future 
for all life to manifest. However, I take a different tack than Twine’s 
dismissal of an inquiry into men, masculinities and Nature. In light of the 
expanding academic discourse on the topic, it was understandable that 
concerns about a backlash against feminism by men would be raised and 
contributed to the cauterisation of an ‘ecomasculinist’ debate. Times have 
changed. Some fifteen years after Twine’s retort, it could be confidently 
argued that feminist concerns about the human/Nature relationship, while 
bringing much valuable and lively debate to the discourse, have failed to 
subvert Western malestreams. After all, we still live in a sexist and ecocidal 
world, raising the question about what more is needed in order to bring 
about a truly sustainable future for all life on Earth? Clearly, what we have 
accomplished so far in this regard has been inadequate to assure us of a 
sustainable future—both socially and ecologically. In response, I suggest 
that there is a need for a new level of investigation, which will add to and 
expand on the excellent personal and political work that has preceded this 
study; one that specifically addresses the circumstances afflicting modern 
Western men and masculinities. The ecologised masculinities theory posited 
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here helps to fill this need by studying the nexus between men, masculinities 
and Nature. Consequently, this dissertation is designed to study the 
masculine end of the gender/nature discourse, with the intent of locating 
men and masculine identities more centrally in our advance towards a 
sustainable future. I will now frame the arguments that follow as we chart a 
course towards an emerging theory of masculine ecologisation and its 
accompanying praxes. 
 
Four Assumptions 
In an attempt to close the gap between men, masculinities and Nature, this 
dissertation begins with four foundational assumptions. I feature these 
assumptions in order to clarify and support the rise of socio-politically and 
ecologically sensitive alternatives to Western male stream norms.  
 
Assumption 1: 
‘Men’, ‘masculinity’, ‘masculine identity’, ‘masculine identities’, 
‘masculinities’ and ‘maleness’ are related but distinct terms. They represent 
the combined biological and behavioural manifestations of modern Western 
masculine identity, which influence men’s lives, as well as the lives of 
women. 
 
To begin, it is important to clarify my use of the terms ‘men’, ‘maleness’, 
‘masculine identity’ and ‘masculinities’ throughout this dissertation. 
 
Men 
I use the term ‘men’ to refer to the biological manifestation of masculinity 
that specifies one’s sex as a man as opposed to a women or an intersexed 
individual (a hermaphrodite).  
 
Masculine Identity 
I use the terms ‘masculine identity’ and ‘masculine identities’ to indicate the 
behavioural aspects of the modern Western masculine experience that are 
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constructed on traditional renditions of masculinity; specifically those 
behavioural traits that are competitive, aggressive, egotistical and pragmatic 
and are typically ascribed to men, but may be assumed by women as well.  
 
Maleness/Masculinities 
I use the terms ‘maleness’ or ‘masculinities’ to refer to both men as a 
biological gender, and masculine identities as a plural suite of thoughts, 
words and actions that have been ascribed to the masculine gender, but can 
be internalised by both women and men.  
 
Consequently, maleness or masculine identities are not restricted to men 
alone. I agree that men are indeed the prime beneficiaries of a more daring 
maleness (one imbued with hubris and hegemony) consistent with 
malestream norms. But they are not alone. Feminist and queer scholars and 
the popular media have for some time now been demonstrating that women 
can and do internalise some of these daring ways of being, thinking and 
doing as well, which we would traditionally describe as masculine 
identities, in sports, public service, corporate leadership, entertainment, and 
queer activism (Halberstam 1998). The internalisation of these norms by 
women has been described as a ‘ball-busting’ tendency to achieve positions 
of leadership in a man’s world (Hart and Sussman 2005: 197, Pavlik 2008). 
This phenomenon has been particularly noted through the visible personae 
of high-profile women such as Margaret Thatcher, Golda Meir, Madeline 
Albright, Condolezza Rice, Hillary Rodham Clinton, and most recently Julia 
Gillard. In many instances, their responses to international crises have been 
characterised by a familiar degree of masculine intractability that has been 
demanded of these women in their roles as leaders in a sexist world, but 
then has resulted in them also being derided as ‘too manly’. Notably though, 
women leaders traditionally do not advocate aggression as do men leaders 
(Hand 2003: 99). Such evidence raises the sceptre of masculine women in 
visible leadership positions across society causing ambiguity in the 
definitions of what we consider male and female. 
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It is important to note that the rise of this ‘Margaret Thatcher syndrome’ is 
understandable when viewed in the context of celebrated malestream norms 
as they have been instrumental in forging a sexist world (Mansfield 2006: 
ix). A malestream system of domination determines certain forms of 
masculinity to be the most highly rewarded that society has to offer. In the 
struggle for equality, some women, understandably, feel pressure to assume 
the very behavioural traits most rewarded by Western malestreams—
competition, aggression, emotional suppression, and the like.  
 
Consequently, and with this analysis in mind, maleness is used throughout 
the dissertation to describe the ontological impacts of male human relations 
on society, towards Nature and with the self. It is important to stress that 
maleness can manifest in both men and women and reflects one’s 
willingness and ability to ‘act like’ a man as the meaning of this term is 
defined, or to identify and/or be identified as male. For these reasons, I will 
not critique the male biological persona specifically throughout this 
dissertation but rather will remain focused on a critical analysis of a 
discursive exploration of modern Western masculinities. For this reason, the 
work that follows has primary relevance for modern Western men because 
socio-cultural pressures have been stacked against them in developing their 
relationally caring selves. However, the analyses that follow have 
applications to the lives of women as well and for this reason the arguments 
that follow are ultimately post-gendered. Key questions that arise in light of 
this view are: are there not personal, familial and societal situations that 
already exist, which enable those wandering around in the maelstrom of 
modern Western malestreams to nurture and express greater care and caring  
towards Others and the self? Are those individuals not both women and 
men? And will the health and fecundity of the entire planet not benefit from 
their flourishing? (C. Roach, personal communications, January 20, 2013). I 
will demonstrate that the answer to these questions is: Yes! 
 
Masculinity versus Masculinities 
It is not only important to note that traditional masculine traits internalised 
by both men and women are commonly rewarded by malestream norms. I 
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also explore the distinction between the singular and plural tenses when 
using the term masculinity versus masculinities.  
 
Within Western malestreams, masculine self-expression is often prescribed. 
While the term masculinity can be used in the singular and traditional 
context, it is more accurately used in the plural in the gender studies 
discourse today. When I use the term masculinity in the singular tense, I 
generally refer to this traditional malestream rendition of masculine identity 
as I have defined the term ‘malestream’ above (see endnote 3). I also use the 
term ‘masculine identities’ or ‘masculinities’ in the plural tense consistent 
with a plurality of masculinities demonstrated by Raewyn Connell (1995).  
 
Connell (1995: 185) was instrumental in making this distinction between 
one single and traditional rendition of masculinity versus many different 
ones. Connell (1995: 37) suggested that we must recognise the constructions 
of modern Western masculinities as plural in the context of various 
relational allegiances that determine mechanisms of dominance and 
subordination between men and Others. In a further elaboration of the 
complexities associated with ‘masculinities’, Connell (2001: 30-34) 
identified essentialist, positivist, normative, and semiotic definitions 
associated with ‘masculinities’, which represented active, psychological, 
ethical, and symbolic interpretations of the term, respectively. I add that a 
person may not be male but they may behave in competitive, aggressive, 
egotistical and pragmatic ways. Men and women may also adopt queer 
identities or dress in gender-neutral clothes that give them a non-gender 
specific appearance. Their voices may be indistinguishably masculine or 
feminine. In addition, they may choose intimate relations with members of 
the same or the opposite sex, or both. Such a person may be biologically 
female but some of the characteristics they embody may be ‘masculine’ and 
result, for example, in their being treated like a man and thought of as more 
masculine than feminine. This may occur in the opposite direction as well, 
where a man may appear as feminine or ‘womanly’ and be treated 
accordingly. Consequently, gender identities are necessarily plural.  
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I use this collection of gendered terms interchangeably but with these 
specific meanings attached. The terms collectively include the suite of 
traditional masculine ontologies that result in the androcentric (or male-
centred) privileging of malestream men ahead of marginalised men, women 
and non-human Nature. Admittedly, traditional masculine behavioural traits 
influence all people whether they are male or female, Western or Southern. 
However, the focus of this dissertation is on Western men and the Western 
masculine experience.  
 
Assumption 2: 
All men are born innately good, regardless of their age, racial background, 
ethnicity, socio-economic or political status, sexual orientation, physical, or 
mental ability, or the circumstances that afflict their lives.  
 
While such a statement is contestable in a Freudian dominated world, the 
work that follows is constructed on the assumption that all men are born 
good and possess limitless potential to express that goodness throughout 
their lives. I align myself with philosophers, sociologists and psychologists 
who have argued this contra-view through what is broadly referred to as the 
‘humanistic’ tradition.15 By ‘good’ I am referring to serenity, kindness, 
courage, knowledge, honesty, unselfishness, loyalty, service and care, which 
might be considered variations on the theme of love.16 Typically, 
individuals struggle to harbour these qualities all of the time—after all, life 
can and does affront us. But when these qualities are present, they facilitate 
the following: a clearer and more efficient attitude towards reality; an 
openness to the richness and diversity of life; the will to integrate the self 
with the universal whole; the ability to be spontaneously expressive as well 
as fully functioning and alive; the will to express the full self as a confident 
and relaxed expression of one’s unique and autonomous identity; the 
tendency to be enthusiastic, zestful but detached; an objective and 
transcendent view of life; an aptitude for creativity; the desire to build a 
bridge between abstraction and concreteness as primary and secondary 
aspects of cognition; support for democratic processes that assure justice for 
all; and a deep love for  life (Maslow 1959: 126-127). These various ways 
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of expressing one’s innate ‘goodness’ are reflective of what Abraham 
Maslow referred to as ‘full humanness’.17 For Maslow, full humanness 
described the tendency of humans to reach for their fullest potential, just as 
the acorn ‘presses towards’ becoming the oak tree (Maslow 1959: 130).18 It 
might be argued then that all people have an inherent pull to excel and make 
the best of their lives and the world around them, and that they can, through 
their free will, choose a plethora of ways of pursuing this goal in ways that 
have both positive and negative consequences for themselves and those with 
whom they interact. We are also subject to environmental and relational 
circumstances that influence our abilities to work towards what Maslow 
referred to as ‘self-actualization’19, which liberates us to healthily address 
the ebbs and flows of our free-will as we wrestle with addictions, past and 
present hurts, medical or mental conditions, etc. These dynamic responses to 
the circumstances of our lives can lubricate our access to our innate 
goodness and therefore improve our ability to care and be caring towards 
Others and ourselves, in the wider sense. 
 
In concert with many scholars and social commentators, I take goodness to 
be our intractable search for ‘the good’ in life that is governed by our desire 
to minimise suffering and create happiness in the exchanges between 
society, Nature and the self. 
 
Assumption 3: 
All men have an infinite capacity to care and be caring towards society, 
Nature and the self.  
 
If we accept (as I and others such as Abraham Maslow, Carl Rogers and 
Harvey Jackins do) that all men are born good, and if we also accept that all 
men are capable of expressing that innate goodness as per Assumption 2 
above, then we can consider the possibility that all men also have an infinite 
capacity to care and be caring towards society, Nature, and the self. By this I 
mean all men, in being born good, are also then born with infinite 
possibilities for feeling care (as an intention and sentiment) and 
demonstrating their caring towards Others (as an action). I contend that in 
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practice, we do not nor can we care or be caring towards all Others all of the 
time—I am, however, suggesting that men have the potential to do so. Men 
may not be successful at conjuring up sufficient care from within, just as 
they may be frequently deficient in expressing their caring in proactive 
ways. However, the consequence of accepting this premise leads us to 
question the presumption that modern Western men and masculine identities 
are the Earth’s great anathema—if all men are born innately good and 
possess an infinite capacity to care and be caring, then the dubious charge 
that men are the Earth’s great anathema is questionable. We must challenge 
this presumption that can leave men with no place affirming to go—socially 
or ecologically speaking; for if we fail to do so, I fear that we will face 
worsening social and environmental consequences at the hand of systems of 
masculine oppression that have come to dominate the world. 
 
Consequently, this dissertation explores the notion that malestream norms 
have suppressed (but not eliminated) the innate goodness of modern 
Western maleness.  
 
Assumption 4: 
Goodness and caring are suppressed by men’s oppression, which strips men 
of their full humanness to their own detriment, while also socialising them 
into oppressor roles in their families, communities, and in the ways they 
impact upon the Earth. 
 
If we are to successfully subvert the medicating impact of men’s oppression 
on men’s lives and the ways they impact all Others, then we must make it 
more publicly permissible for men to extend care and caring towards 
society, Nature and the self. My explicit intent is to support the liberation of 
men from men’s oppression, along with the liberation of women and Nature 
from malestream domination.  
 
Men’s care and caring is similarly suppressed but not eliminated by 
malestream norms. I argue that in order to create a future that preserves 
rather than destroys life on Earth, modern Western men and masculinities 
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must be able to care and be caring towards society, Nature and the self—as 
a normal part of any man’s daily praxis. This is a view championed Arne 
Naess, who, in formulating the deep ecology movement (which I discuss at 
length in Chapter 3) and who introduced the notion of a pluralised Ecosophy 
T, stated that ‘[m]ore care is needed: extended care for nonhumans and 
deepened care for humans’ (Naess 1999a: 273). It is interesting to note that 
Naess made this statement while encouraging male supporters of the deep 
ecology movement to extend gratitude towards their ecological feminist 
critics for highlighting ‘masculinist’ ontologies that obscured their 
privileges as men, even if they did not consciously wish to perpetrate male 
privileges and mechanisms of domination upon Others. Therefore, integral 
to a deep ecology approach to life on Earth was the need to reawaken care 
and caring. 
 
Care and caring offer men an opportunity to bring their head, heart and 
intuition into alignment. Through awakened care and caring, men become 
congruent, authentic, mature men, whose masculine identity is dedicated to 
the greater good of life on Earth. Care and caring might also be considered 
bridging sentiments between ecofeminism and deep ecology, since the two 
discourses are, complementary in their respective approaches to 
encouraging greater societal and Earth care (Hallen 1999: 279, Warren 
1999: 255). Declaring the innate goodness of men and their infinite capacity 
to care and be caring must therefore be accompanied by a willingness to 
shift the societal morays that define modern Western maleness towards that 
innate goodness and infinite capacities to care and be caring—in other 
words, I make the assumption that in order to achieve a deep green future, it 
must become broadly acceptable that modern Western men and 
masculinities are innately good and capable of limitless expressions of care 
and caring. 
 
With these four assumptions revealed, the dissertation proceeds to address 
the following thesis statement. 
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Thesis Statement 
This dissertation is constructed on the following thesis statement: 
 
To create a deep green future that honours all life on Earth, we 
must ecologise modern Western masculinities and create the 
conditions for a variety of ecomasculine praxes to arise. 
 
If we are to forge a future that preserves all life on Earth, we need to come 
to a new understanding about what it means to be a man in the modern 
Western context. This new understanding will gain much from the 
multidisciplinary views of gender studies, sustainability and 
ecophilosophical proponents. The concepts offered in each discourse are 
distinct, but related. They each seek solutions to the looming social and 
environmental problems that are challenging us. However, these concepts 
do so through their respective lenses of infrastructural and policy reform, 
relational exchanges amongst people and between people and place. When 
considered together, the gender studies, sustainability and ecophilosophical 
discourses provide a mosaic of creative solutions that can help guide us 
towards dynamic masculinities that support the rise of a sustainable future 
for all life.  
 
To build such a future, I argue throughout this dissertation that men must 
move towards what Arne Naess (1973), referred to as a broader, deeper and 
long-range vision of a sustainable world. Naess held the view that we need 
an ever-increasing minority to adopt the view that unsustainability is an 
‘undignified, stupid—if not plainly ridiculous—state of affairs … that [they] 
will express … with increasing boldness—but without arrogance …’ (2008: 
290). Naess pursued a deep, long range sustainability by initiating an 
ecosophical revolution through the ‘deep ecology’ movement, which aimed 
to meet the vital needs of present generations without compromising the 
vital needs of those yet to be born (Naess 2008: 294). Naess advocated for 
the increasing maturity of humanity that would, in his opinion, give priority 
to social and environmental justice, effectively delivering sustainable 
relationships between humanity and non-human Nature, resulting in a 
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sustainable future for all life which is synonymous with a ‘deep green 
future’ (Naess 1990). He later contended that this could be achieved by 
2100, following a period of considerable social and ecological upheaval 
(Naess 2008: 308-313). Naess’s grim prediction about the future for 
humanity and Nature will indeed become a reality if we fail to empower 
modern Western men and masculinities to care and become more caring 
towards society, Nature and the self. Consequently, the work of ecologising 
men and masculinities is an important addition to the work of Naess and 
other scholars who have worked tirelessly to bridge the gap between 
humanity and Nature.  
 
Responding to the need for such a future, this dissertation expands on the 
gender studies, sustainability and ecophilosophical discourses. Here I 
introduce masculinities concerns to sustainability and ecophilosophy as well 
as bringing human/Nature concerns to men’s studies. I then develop the 
foundations for practices based in care and caring for men that offer 
alternatives to those traditionally ascribed to them within the parameters of 
malestream norms. However, rather than suggest that this work stand 
shoulder-to-shoulder with the important contributions of the three main 
subfields of environmental thought, I offer ecological masculinism or the 
process of masculine ecologisation and the plurality of praxes that it might 
facilitate, as a ‘next wave’, if you like, of the gender, sustainability and 
ecophilosophical discourses, which is designed to enrol modern Western 
men and masculine identities in the task of forging a deep green future 
where the vital needs of all life on Earth are prioritised. Paying due honour 
to the richness and diversity of the three main subfields of environmental 
thought, I position ecological masculinism as a conversation whose time has 
come. I do so precisely because these important works have come before my 
own, tilling the ground (both conceptually and practically) for modern 
Western men and masculine identities to join in the important task of 
creating a deep green future for all life. 
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Research Questions: Inquiring Mind 
I have identified three principal questions to help guide this body of work 
along the path towards a masculine ecologisation. 
 
Question 1:  Why is it difficult for modern Western men to show care for 
Others and the self? 
 
The Western tradition of separating humanity from wider Nature has been 
millennia in the making. This long journey is particularly relevant for 
modern Western men and masculine identities. Popular convention suggests 
that men ought to be emotionally ‘armoured’ to survive the rigors of life. 
That expectation typically conceals men’s care for Others behind a 
supposedly impervious exterior ‘steeling’ them against the vagaries of life, 
and limiting them to a protector/provider ethos. It can be argued that this 
‘armouring’ of the traditional masculine self is the result of the centuries of 
militarisation and politicisation of men’s lives and has resulted in an 
archetypal modern Western maleness, braced to face life head-on, protected 
by his assumed malestream masculinity. I argue that this armour conceals 
men’s innate goodness and their capacity to care and be caring towards 
Others and the self. Being armoured in this way relegates men to live 
emotionally repressed and isolated lives where they become cut-off from 
each other, women, Nature and the self. Paraphrasing and adapting the 
famous quotation by Henry David Thoreau (1854: 15) to the purposes of 
this dissertation, I agree that most men are trapped by the systems of their 
own making to lead lives of quiet desperation. They naturally long for their 
fuller humanity. However, they have little socially sanctioned support to 
seek it and little expectation that they will find it for themselves or will be 
able to express it towards Others. Men need to learn how to drop this 
armour; they must be able to shed the restrictions of malestream norms. And 
they must do this freed from the belief that being vulnerable threatens their 
existence as ‘real men’. Modern Western men need to find ways to become 
sufficiently comfortable with relational closeness along with intellectual 
prowess and intuitive inner guidance. With all three aspects of the self 
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aligned, men will be better able to access their innate goodness, so that they 
can extend care and be caring towards all Others and themselves in 
authentic ways. I will argue throughout this dissertation that one important 
way for this transformation to occur is for modern Western maleness to be 
conceptually and practically ecologised. 
 
Question 2: In which ways can modern Western men help avert the threat 
of further social and environmental problems?  
 
If we accept that malestream ontologies are among the principal sources of 
our current social and environmental problems, we must also accept that 
these norms are driven by the ‘daring’ elements of Western malestreams 
(see endnote 2). These daring norms marginalise some men, women and 
non-human Nature. Consequently, we must seek alternatives to the 
malestream tradition of isolation, competition, aggression and self-
aggrandisement that underpin and pervade malestream norms. 
 
In suggesting that care and caring beliefs and behaviours might provide 
viable alternatives for modern Western maleness, I aim to shift the 
definitions of masculine normality in the West away from daring and 
towards care and caring. This work is not intended to be a panacea. Rather, I 
offer my theory and its accompanying praxes as one contribution to remedy 
our social and environmental problems. We need to find ways to replace 
malestream traditions with relational exchanges that facilitate men’s care 
and encourage them to extend caring towards society, Nature and the self. 
 
Question 3 What must change for modern Western men to be able to 
freely express their care and caring simultaneously for 
society, Nature and the self?  
 
If we accept that the privileges, power and control that accompany 
malestream norms come at a cost to men’s full humanness, we reveal an 
explicit benefit for all of life (including the self). From a place of 
acknowledging benefit for Others and the self, we are better able to forge a 
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deep green future for life on Earth. The transition away from malestream 
norms requires the will and ability to nurture relationships between Others 
and the self. Developing this deeply relational awareness requires the will 
and ability to cultivate an ecologised self. As indicated above, to date, our 
understanding of human nature and the connection between humanity and 
non-human Nature are reflected in the work of many scholars, practitioners 
and activists. However, little has been written about the links between the 
men, masculinities and Nature. In Chapter 6, I examine the existing 
contributions to these intersecting discourses viewed through the 
masculinist lens. 
 
For men to care more broadly for society, Nature and the self, we must 
firstly work towards ending men’s oppression. If we accept that men’s 
oppression is real and we seek to create a world of justice for all, we must 
ensure that men can be liberated from men’s oppression, while also 
advocating for the fullest flourishing of all Others. In Chapter 7, I offer 
some suggestions about how this might be accomplished. 
 
The Main Argument 
I am not the first to argue that in a malestream world, to be male and 
advocate for the marginalised is to ‘betray’ one’s own gender within the 
context of malestream norms (Connell 1995). Some masculinities theorists 
who have come before me have observed that men have taken, do take, and 
will take a stand against oppression in its various forms (Connell 1987, 
Kaufman 1994a, Jhally and Katz 1999, Pease 2000c, Brod 2002, Kimmel 
2008b, Klocke 2008, Levant 2010). However, these broader expressions of 
care and caring are still not socially sanctioned throughout dominant 
Western culture. Instead, malestream norms place expectations on men to 
fight with each other and the world in their struggle for social primacy.  
 
Men have embraced malestream norms at the expense of their humanity, 
their care and their caring of Others. They have also done so at the expense 
 29 
of their emotional literacy (which they often have to suppress to fit within 
malestream norms).20 Effectively, men have surged ahead in leadership 
roles, they have been socially, economically and politically rewarded in the 
private and public spheres, and they have been bolstered by an expectation 
that these benefits are ‘theirs for the taking’. However, when they pause to 
look back at their lives, many realise that they have left their relational 
selves behind. I believe that this ‘path without heart’ is located at the core of 
the social and environmental problems we now face. In response, I call for a 
new view of men’s ‘leadership’ through a life of service to the common 
good that has as its primary goal the forging of a deep green future; one that 
congruently aligns head, heart and intuition. 
 
As explained above, malestream norms prepare men to be protectors and 
providers, while concealing their emotional literacy behind the armour of 
malestream norms. They can express care and caring across a considerable 
range of thoughts, words and actions such as: fathering, company 
leadership, the championing of local, regional or international causes, etc. 
However, these forms of care and caring are often expressed as daring 
reflections of malestream norms—generally reaching only as far as one’s 
immediate relationships where masculine primacy is preserved. Typically, 
these positions of primacy are accompanied by policies and practices that pit 
individuals, communities and nations against each other in ways that leave 
little room for authentic and broader expressions of care and caring for 
Others and the self.  
 
I argue that we must create a new story about society, Nature and maleness. 
I maintain that it is important to construct alternative paths forward for both 
men and masculine identities, based on imagination, creativity, flexibility 
and the principles and practices that assure us all of a deep green future, 
which prioritise the preservation of all life on Earth ahead of profit for a 
select few. I agree with Paul Hawken that: 
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… we need to create an economy and way of relating to our material world that is 
not an either/or argument, but a means to create the best life for the greatest number 
of people precisely because we do not know the eventual outcome or impact of our 
current industrial practices. In other words, we need an economy based on more 
humility (Hawken 1993: 212). 
 
This humility must be extended towards all Others; such a humble economy 
reflects the full humanness introduced above, is infused with care and 
caring, and encourages us to prioritise social justice and ecological 
preservation. 
 
Consistent with such calls for an alternative future, this dissertation 
challenges the daring aspects of modern Western social norms and promotes 
a return to care and caring for all Others and the self—simultaneously. I 
argue that malestream norms have not eradicated men’s natural capacity to 
care and be caring. Rather, what is needed is a fresh masculine leadership 
model that is ecologised. 
 
Research Design—A Self-Reflective Approach 
This dissertation is qualitative and built upon an extensive literature review. 
It combines a systematic inquiry into the extensive and well-grounded 
discourses of gender studies, sustainability and ecophilosophy with self-
reflection. The research is located in the interpretive research paradigm. For 
Martin Packer (1999), interpretive inquiry characterised individual 
experiences of the world, suggesting that the ways we interact with each 
other and the setting we choose for those interactions are significant 
contributing factors to the outcomes achieved. This approach that employs 
qualitative rather than quantitative observations of relational exchanges to 
gain a ‘sense of the whole’ story being told, falls under the social scientific 
methodology known as Action Research (or AR) (Sommer and Sommer 
2002, James et al. 2008).  
 
As indicated in the Prologue, this dissertation was initially guided by my 
personal journey. A strategic element of AR is to encourage personal 
thoughts and research subjectivity to permeate the thinking presented in 
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authentic ways and this research was guided by my own subjectivity 
(Cherry 1999: 73, Glaze 2002: 154, Burgess 2006: 422-423, Coghlan 2008: 
352, Gustavsen 2008: 431-434). The tripartite method of reflective 
initiation, detection and judgement was used to complete the work that 
follows (Schmuck 2006: 35-36).21  
 
Reflection 
During the initial reflection, I formulated a vision of a new conversation 
within gender studies, sustainability and ecophilosophy that guided men and 
masculinities towards greater care and caring. I read widely in philosophy, 
history and sociology, examining the origin and history of Western men and 
masculinities, culminating in a careful review of the positions (or 
‘positionalities’) within men’s studies. These positionalities were 
reflectively cross-referenced with the political terrain of ecofeminism, as 
well as the philosophical and practical applications of sustainability.22  It 
seemed to me that relational closeness was the product of a life imbued with 
care and caring. My description and analysis of that process at the 
commencement of my research informed the interpretations of the scholarly 
work that follows, resulting in a model that is designed to have applications 
for all men in modern Western society, as well as masculine identities, 
regardless of unique circumstances or political affiliations.  
  
Detection 
Through these reflections, I entered a process of detection, where I 
emphasised the relationship between my personal journey as a Western man 
and my research through an extended and multidisciplinary literature review 
in gender studies, sustainability and ecophilosophy. While some minor 
articles mentioning a combined ecological and masculine theory or praxis 
were discovered, I failed to locate a specific socio-politically 
deconstructive/reconstructive discussion about the relationship between 
Western men, masculine identities and Nature. I was unable to uncover a 
previously existing ecologised masculinities theory that facilitated 
ecomasculinist praxes in support of a deep green future. I concede that it is 
possible that such a theory exists, as many men are working to improve the 
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conditions of society and Nature for the benefit of all life on Earth. 
However, I did not find a specific ecologised masculinities theory or praxis 
as a consequence of this research. I conducted a transdisciplinary review of 
the theories and praxes of gender studies, sustainability and ecophilosophy, 
all of which contributed to closing the gaps between humanity and Nature. I 
noted that in all instances, the arguments failed to offer men in particular a 
constructive path forward that was simultaneously supportive of socio-
political equities while also being self-reflexive. Men were either 
encouraged to build emotional vocabulary at the expense of their manhood 
(i.e. becoming too ‘soft’), they were accosted for their sexist transgressions 
(i.e. becoming too ‘hard’), but were not led towards a life that transcended 
these extremes where care and caring for society, Nature and the self is 
prioritised. There appears to be little middle ground between these two 
extremes for modern Western men to venture. 
 
Judgement 
Finally, I passed judgement on my explorations of the modern Western 
masculine experience. I felt that I had discovered some new intellectual 
terrain. That discovery permitted me to identify what I saw as ‘conceptual 
gaps’ in the men’s lived experiences and the ramifications of their 
privileged lives on all life on Earth. I designed the dissertation to 
specifically address these gaps. In this way, my research followed the 
suggestion that ‘those who live a situation must be the ones who analyse it 
and identify possibilities for action and change’ through the circumstances 
that are present (Hinchley 2008: 15).  
 
The judgement that emerged throughout the study was as follows: if we are 
to forge a deep green future, we need a theory that specifically addresses the 
negative impacts of malestream norms on men. If we fail to meet this need, 
we leave men no place to go than to continue down a path of socialisation 
that reinforces their presumed roles as the Earth’s and human societies’ 
great anathema. This would be a tragedy for all of life on Earth. In response, 
I set about the task of examining the promise of an ecologised masculinities 
theory and its accompanying praxes. 
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Dissertation Overview 
Towards the central aim of this research, I have divided the chapters of this 
dissertation into three sections, as summarised below: 
 
SECTION 1: SUSTAINABLE MAN 
Section 1 reveals my understanding of the current state of the Earth, both 
socially and environmentally. I assess the human/Nature relationship in the 
context of modern Western masculine concerns to frame the problem as it 
were as we proceed towards masculine ecologisation. 
 
Chapter 2: Man of the Earth: Anathema or Ally? 
Chapter 2 builds on the work of other scholars and analysts, in surveying 
men’s studies. I explore the contributions of socialist, queer, gay, 
profeminist, black, mythopoetic, men’s rights and Christian theorists to the 
masculinities discourse. I contend that each subgroup or ‘positionality’ 
within men’s studies harbours characteristics that are both personally and 
politically distinct. These positionalities possess an infinite capacity to care 
and be caring towards all Others. They also share in common an absence of 
ecological considerations—revealing a gap in the masculinities discourse to-
date. 
 
SECTION 2: CARING MAN 
Section 2 explores ecophilosophy and feminist care theory in constructing 
the foundations of an ideologically rigorous masculine ecologisation 
process. 
 
Chapter 3: Earthcare: Ecologisation So Far 
In the first instance, Chapter 3 locates the dissertation in the context of the 
sustainability discourse. Here, I examine the current crises of society and 
environment. I explore the impacts of Western malestream norms on social 
equity and environmental fecundity. I emphasise the need for an alternative 
to ‘business-as-usual’ approaches of malestream norms, relative to the 
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existing social and environmental data available. I argue that these 
malestream norms are a major source of our social and environmental 
problems and introduce the need to build on current approaches further to 
ecologise modern Western men and masculine identities. Chapter 3 also 
explores the sub-disciplines of deep ecology, social ecology and ecological 
feminism as the three main subfields of environmental thought. I explore 
each approach in the context of what it offers my emerging view of an 
ecologised masculinities theory. I argue that the philosophical significance 
of the three main subfields of environmental thought that form important 
conceptual foundations for ecological masculinism. I explore the 
contributions of the three main subfields of environmental thought for their 
contributions to our understanding of the human/Nature relationship.  
 
Chapter 4: Caring: A Post-gendered Discourse 
Drawing on the extensive contributions of feminist care theory, Chapter 4 
argues the case for supporting greater care and caring in modern Western 
maleness. I review the feminist foundations of discourses on care and 
caring, with emphasis on contributions by Carol Gilligan and Nel Noddings. 
I explore feminist perspectives about care and caring and adapt them to the 
modern Western masculine context, with particular reference to men’s Earth 
care and care for children as fathers as two visible examples of some 
practical implications of this rich field of study for men. 
 
SECTION 3: ECOMAN 
Section 3 explicates my views of an ecologised masculinities theory by 
formulating my emerging model of ecological masculinism. I also chart a 
course towards the emergence of an empowered and fulfilled 
‘ecomasculinity’ as the practical personification of the theories explored and 
the new theories posited.  
 
Chapter 5: A Declaration of Caring: Towards ecological masculinism 
 In Chapter 5, I recognise that I am not the only voice on the subject of men 
and Nature. However, the body of literature that discusses men, 
masculinities and Nature is currently diffuse and limited. Some have written 
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on these themes and raised the possibility of an ecomasculinity or 
ecomasculinities. In honour of these preliminary thoughts on the notion of 
an ecologised maleness, Chapter 5 offers a critical analysis of the few works 
I could find that offer some discursive contributions to the ecological 
masculinism theory posited here and how it might best give rise to a 
plurality of ecomasculinity praxes.  
 
Chapter 6: Good Men, Ecomen: Masculine Ecologisation 
Chapter 6 introduces ecological masculinism. I explicate my three-part 
programme from the foundational notion that all men are born good and 
have an infinite capacity to care and be caring. I then introduce the ADAMN 
model as one possible path that encourages men’s care and caring for 
society, Nature and self to flourish. I also demonstrate the practical 
applications of ecological masculinism in tangible terms. Chapter 6 is my 
original contribution to the discourse on men, masculinities and Nature, 
which I offer as a masculine ecologisation process that holds currency for 
the men’s studies within gender studies, sustainability and ecophilosophical 
discourses. 
 
Chapter 7: Moving Forward By Looking Back 
I provide a dissertation summary in Chapter 7, offering two further lines of 
inquiry: primatological and paleoanthropological evidence for male care and 
caring along with an exploration of historical evidence of indigenous 
Western European male care and caring towards society and the Earth. I 
offer encouragement for additional—and contemporary and forward 
facing—studies of male care and caring in contemporary Western society by 
initiating a pluralised debate about present and future course of ecological 
masculinism. 
 
I now proceed to examine the masculinities discourse. 
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1 In his 1987 paper, Bliss introduces the need for ecologically inspired alternatives to 
traditional masculine norms. However, as I attest in Chapter 3, an ecologised masculinities 
theory and its accompanying praxes has not joined ranks with ecological feminists to fill 
the gap that Twine identified. 
 
2 Throughout this dissertation, and following in the foots steps of Alan Drengson (1989; 
xii), I use the terms Nature and Earth to indicate that I contest the Judeo-Christian tradition 
of desacralising the natural elements of life as paganistic by rendering such terms as 
adjectives. Rather, in using these terms with capitals, I am suggesting that the natural 
elements of life that are ecological in principle and practice are worthy of our honouring 
and as a consequence, our language ought to use such vernacular as nouns. 
 
3 As I mentioned in footnote 3 of the Prologue, the term ‘malestream’ is borrowed from 
Mary O’Brien’s support for the value of women’s reproductive labour in The Politics of 
Reproduction (1981: 62). One way of explaining this is to say that these malestream norms 
manifest through the private and public expressions of modern Western men’s lives that 
present at home and in the broader community. They cultivate privileges, power and control 
for some by oppressing other humans and other-than-human Others.  
 
The malestream norms that I refer to throughout this dissertation refer to those men who 
receive the most social, political and economic rewards that our societies have to award its 
citizens. Under these conditions, we can argue that malestream men are positioned above 
men who fail to conform to these norms (particularly gay men, along with lesbians, 
bisexuals, transgendereds and queers), just as men are positioned above women, the rich are 
positioned above the poor, the West above the South and East, adults above children, 
whites above people of colour, the fully abled above those with physical or mental 
differences, humanity above Nature, etc. These dualistic systems of domination reinforce 
the hubris that perpetuates hegemonic relational exchanges within society and between 
humanity and Nature. Within such a model, we have witnessed a burgeoning addiction to 
material indulgence, growth and profitability, along with the systematic erosion of social 
equity and the destruction of the Earth’s living systems. 
 
4 I argue throughout this dissertation that malestream norms are fundamentally ‘daring’. My 
use of the term ‘daring’ is credited to feminist Weberian critic, Roslyn Wallach Bologh. 
Bologh maintained that through a close study of Max Weber’s work on the Protestant Work 
Ethic, a ‘general problem with Western masculinity’ is exposed (Bologh 1987: 145-168, 
Bologh 1990: 2). Bologh concluded that Weber’s emphasis on Western rationalism was 
heavily masculinist and capitalist (1987: 165). Bologh’s perspective was juxtaposed against 
the socialist views of Karl Marx (Löwith 1960: 25-26). Marx championed socialism’s 
aspirations towards cooperative relationships that presumed state care for individual needs 
as opposed to the development of the individual in a capitalist state that was dependent 
upon free development of individuals. In this way Bologh considered socialism at least 
‘superficially feminine’ and juxtaposed it against what she considered the traditional 
masculine qualities of Weber’s rational capitalism.  
 
Bologh offered a critique of Weberian capitalism with her rendition of a Marxian inspired 
‘ethics of caring’ that she constructed under the banner of ‘dialectical feminism’. This she 
juxtaposed against Weber’s ‘worldly ethic of heroism and manliness’ that she labelled 
‘ethics of daring’ (Bologh 1990: 113, 275). Weber stressed actions in the public world that 
were impersonal and intentionally distanced from other men; he paid attention to the daring 
virtues of externalised material gain that were considered essential in achieving both 
personal and societal greatness for men and masculinised societies (Bologh 1990: 13). In 
this sense, Weber’s views were directly aligned with a daring masculinity, reinforcing 
notions of heroism that fed a vision of constructing religiously guided secular societies. His 
work helped facilitate the conversion of what might be summarised as ‘maternalistic 
paternalism’ that transferred European leadership styles from the Middle Ages into the 
contemporary European era. 
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Ironically, both socialism and capitalism have arrived at similar levels of masculinist hubris 
and hegemony. In other words, both social constructions, although economic and politically 
oppositional, prioritised privilege, power and control that prioritised malestream models 
that marginalised and oppressed non-conforming men, women and Nature. I acknowledge 
that Bologh’s views have been influential in shedding light on the juxtaposition between a 
socialist versus capitalist masculine civil context. However, the political implications of 
those terms, as Bologh intended for them to be used, are less useful for the purposes of this 
dissertation than is fact that emotional repression, as a mainstay of the Protestant Work 
Ethic now shapes the characteristics of malestream norms the world over. To be successful 
and effective, stoicism—the repression of emotional whims—became a virtual necessity for 
every man to be embraced by the social mechanisms he was born into. The synergies 
between the economic flourishing and the social conditioning of men’s emotional 
repression are obvious—both economic systems were dependent upon men being 
conditioned within the daring parameters of malestream norms. 
 
Therefore, when using the term ‘daring’, I am referring to the values that shape men and 
masculinities in the modern West in alignment with malestream norms, which I have 
defined above. ‘Daring’ is used to define those principles and practices that brazenly 
confront any deviations from male domination over marginalised men, women and Nature. 
These ‘daring’ ways of metaphysically being, epistemologically thinking and ethically 
doing prompt ridicule, restrictions to privileges or (in more extreme cases) the threat of lost 
civil liberties should anyone challenge male primacy, and may, in the most extreme of 
forms, result in bashings, incarceration and even death. I argue that these daring ways of, 
being, thinking and doing reinforce malestream norms, and are the products of capitalist, 
industrial, reductive, societal and economic pressures that are imposed upon Western men’s 
lives and the identities that are socialised to assume.  
 
5 In Green Paradise Lost, Elizabeth Dodson Gray (1979) illuminated the link between 
global social and environmental problems and the problem of ‘patriarchy’ (Greek. ‘rule of 
fathers’—referring to the social primacy of men’s authority within human social 
constructs). In a subsequent publication titled Patriarchy as a Conceptual Trap, Gray 
(1982: 114) suggested that these pervading problems were conceptual and reached beyond 
simply oppressing women; they also gave rise to hierarchical arrangements constructed on 
what she referred to as ‘anthropocentric illusions’ that located men above women, children, 
animals and plants, and immediately beneath God—arranged in a ‘pyramid of dominance 
and status’. This pyramid constructed an erroneous myth of ‘Man’s place’ in the universe—
one that legitimated men, and in doing so has endangered the health and wellbeing of the 
entire Earth. Gray illuminated the sexist assumption that women are expected to be the 
basic care-givers of life, their entire being defined in terms of meeting basic human needs 
such as food, cooking, and services to the family such as cleaning and childcare (Gray 
1982: 21). Pointing to men’s intimidation of the life-giving power of women, Gray 
suggested that men shaped culture as a ‘reaction-formation’ to reassure themselves of their 
importance: 
 
It seems to me very understandable that [malestream men] would want to create 
cultures that would say to them as men, “look, you men are terrific!—even though 
you cannot do what women do.” … What men did everywhere was set about 
creating for themselves “a culture to reassure”—patriarchy! (Gray 1982: 35). 
 
This reassurance has been institutionalised through sexism. Gray’s views suggested that 
men were vulnerable to experiencing ‘womb envy’, and invented sexist oppression as their 
reaction to the life-giving powers that women possess (also see Ashe 2007: 83-84).  
 
More recently, Fidelma Ashe (2007: 1) argued that the discourse surrounding men has 
become ‘hot politics’. She suggested that the traditional masculinities discourse is rooted in 
the claim that masculine identities are less secure than was once the case, and are subject to 
considerable restructuring at the family and workplace levels through: legislative 
expansion; as a consequence of feminism; the politics of alternative sexualities; extensive 
social debates. Ashe argued that these criteria collectively challenged men’s subjectivities 
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and supposed ‘proper’ roles in traditional masculine society, indicating the need for a 
redefining of modern Western masculinities. And in a critical analysis of environmentalism 
in popular culture, Noël Sturgeon (2009: 185) argued convincingly that ‘we need to choose 
ways of creating culture that reflect our desire to be inclusive and effective, not to shore up 
practices of exclusion, inequality, and privilege’. As she rightly points out, ‘[g]reening 
without justice, without equity, will not sustain the Earth or our future’ (Sturgeon 2009: 
185). I interpret Sturgeon’s statements to argue it is essential that critiques of the 
oppressions imposed on both women and Nature also become integral to masculine 
ontologies, which, as I argue throughout this dissertation, requires the ecologisation of 
modern Western men and masculine identities. 
 
6 The terms ‘praxis’ and ‘praxes’ are used throughout this dissertation to describe the 
plurality of actions that result from the various masculine identities and their impacts on 
men’s daily lives and throughout society. The terms have been in use since the time of 
Aristotle and represent the combination of theoria, or theory, and poiésis, or skilful 
manufacture. This definition includes voluntary or goal-directed actions, as well as the 
conditions that those actions require to manifest. Emmanuel Kant (2008[1788]) elaborated 
on the significance of praxis/praxes in the context of modern Western thought through his 
second philosophical opus Critique of Practical Reason, where he placed practical above 
theoretical influences on human thoughts, words and actions. Karl Marx (2008[1867]) 
adapted the terms to the socio-economics of his alternative theories to those of capitalism 
by emphasising the need for new philosophical ideals that emerge from revolutionary 
activities. 
 
7 Michael Kaufman (1987: 1) illuminated the familiar story of women being raped, battered 
and abused by their supposed lovers. He considered these deprecating acts to be indicators 
of a hierarchical, authoritarian, sexist, class-divided, militarist, racist, impersonal and 
ecocidal society that can result from these institutions of men’s oppression, which 
collectively reinforce male domination.  
 
8 The term ‘deep green future’ has been inspired by ecosopher Arne Naess’s (1973) deep 
and long-range vision for our future. Naess explained the importance of prioritising the 
intrinsic value of all life on Earth through the philosophy and practice of ‘deep ecology’. It 
is this deeper valuing of each other, Nature and ourselves that I subscribe to in this work. I 
argue however that Naess’s interpretation of deep ecology was not gender-savvy; he did not 
include a socio-political analysis of gender politics in his particular rendition of deep 
ecology (his Ecosophy T)—a point I explicate in Chapter 3. I also acknowledge the 
additional foundational influences on this notion of a ‘deep green future’ offered by 
Richard Sylvan (née Routley) and David Bennett. Naess (1973) prioritised the health and 
wellbeing human societies as well as the intrinsic value of all non-human life through the 
philosophical tenets and practical applications of deep ecology. Sylvan and Bennett (1994: 
91) refined aspects of Naess’s deep ecological thinking, through their ‘deep green theory’, 
stressing the need for a balance between both ecologically and socially ethical community 
development. The distinction between the two contributions were further elaborated by 
Patrick Curry’s (2006: 83) Ecological Ethics: An Introduction where he suggested Sylvan 
and Bennett rightly recognised that:  
 
... you should not have to be a saint [in the Naessean sense] to be ecologically 
virtuous, but that an ecological society in which such virtue is normal will only 
come about through a great deal of hard individual and collective work. It will not 
[contrary to the claims of Naessean deep ecologists] result from metaphysical 
enlightenment alone, although a spiritual practice can certainly be part of such work. 
 
Curry supported Sylvan and Bennett’s integration of combined ecological and social 
priorities. Throughout this dissertation, I subscribe to such an interpretation of a ‘deep 
green future’, which favours a reflexive approach to the human/Nature relationship that is 
combined with a pragmatic will to ‘do the hard yards’ of transforming society in the 
direction of a biocentric approach to infrastructural and systemic development for the 
benefit of justice and equality for all life, within human societies and beyond. For example, 
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this might include the development of an individual ecosophy that supports the individual 
to preserve a woodlot for the sake of preserving habitat for all living things reliant upon it, 
through to the prioritisation of a quadruple bottom line corporate development strategy (that 
balances profit and loss with environmental and spiritual benefits and costs) calculated on a 
‘cradle-to-cradle’ approach to product or service production and delivery to market, which 
also includes the setting limits on the disparity between the highest and lowest paid 
members of the organisation. In the absence of these broader views of our present and 
future engagements with each other, Nature and ourselves, we will not likely achieve the 
necessary conditions to bring about the deep green future that Naess, Sylvan, Bennett and 
Curry advocated.  
 
9 Roszak’s colleague Robert Greenway (n.d.) described the aims of ecopsychology in the 
following four ways: 
 
1. Deep concern about the state of the environment 
2. Recognition that humans are primarily responsible for the deterioration of the 
environment. 
3. Growing concerns that the human/Nature relationship is shaped by our “wounds.” 
4. Hope that by combining "eco" or “Nature” concerns with "psychology" or 
"psyche" concerns through "ecopsychology", we might be able to heal the rocky 
relationship between the environment and humans and thereby reverse our current 
destructive planetary trends 
 
10 Greenway’s research over more than 22 years of leading self-described ‘soft’ wilderness 
trips with more than 1,380 participants indicated marked differences in the ways deep 
encounters with Nature impacted both women and men. I acknowledge that the term 
‘wilderness’ is contested; the human/Nature divide is after all a human construct, fabricated 
to bolster the extraction of resources from the riches of the Earth with emotionless alacrity. 
However, I leave the nuances of this debate and its deep psychological implications to other 
scholars, in the interest of preserving a bounded discourse (Thoreau 1854, London 
1994[1903], Harper 1995, Hallen 2001, Nash 2001[1967], May 2006, Drengson and Taylor 
eds. 2009, The WILD Foundation 2010). Greenway’s research demonstrated that varying 
degrees of physical, cultural and psychological transitioning into ‘wilderness’ was easier 
for women, and transitions back to ‘civilised’ life was easier for men (Greenway 1990: 103-
104, 1994b: 15-16, 25-26, 1994c: 211-212, 1996: 29). These findings suggested marked 
gendered differences in the ways women and men engage with Nature (Greenway 1994c: 
212). Despite this, the impact of a ‘wilderness effect’ (Hendee and Brown 1988) was, in 
Greenway’s (1994b: 17) view, ultimately gender ‘ambiguous’, but did support the 
presumption that privileged men are oriented towards conquest and achieving set goals, 
while also being more prone to struggle within themselves when stripped of the 
accoutrements of malestream life (also see: Greenway1994c: 205-207).  
 
11  This is a view shared by Michael Zimmerman (1993: 198) who noted the following in 
the context of the role of deep ecology in unpacking this problem of the human/nature 
relationship: 
 
Deep ecologists maintain that ... humanity must move to a new understanding of 
what humanity and nature are, an understanding that is ecocentric, 
nonanthropocentric, and non-dualistic. Emphasizing the need for an ontological shift 
differentiates deep ecologists from ethicists who seek to extend “moral 
considerability” to nonhuman beings. Deep ecologists argue that a change in 
ontology must [precede] a change in ethical attitudes. A non-dualistic, ecocentric 
understanding of what things are would lead us to treat nonhuman beings with 
compassion and care. Such an understanding would enable us to appreciate the 
differences among the various constituents of life, instead of treating everything as 
interchangeable raw material. 
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In other words, deep ecologists suggest we must understand who we really are 
(ontologically speaking) before we know what we ought to do (ethically speaking) 
(Zimmerman 1986: 21). 
 
12 Along with other eminent ecological feminist theorists Patsy Hallen, Karen Warren and 
Freya Mathews, Val Plumwood’s work has shaped my own thinking considerably. I 
address elements of their respective influences on ecological masculinism in Chapter 3. 
 
13 Iterations of the term ‘ecosophy’ include ‘ecosophic’ and ‘ecosopher’ and are used in 
accordance with a series of definitions provided by Arne Naess: 
 
By an ecosophy I mean a philosophy of ecological harmony or equilibrium 
(Drengson 1989: 192-193). A philosophy as a kind of sofia (or) wisdom, is openly 
normative, it contains ... norms, rules, postulates, value priority announcements and 
hypotheses concerning the state of affairs in our universe. … The details of an 
ecosophy will show many variations due to significant differences concerning not 
only the ‘facts’ of pollution, resources, population, etc. but also value priorities 
(Naess 1973: 99-100, 1995: 8). 
 
Etymologically, the word “ecosophy” combines oikos and sophia, “household” and 
“wisdom.” As in “ecology,” “eco-” has an appreciably broader meaning than the 
immediate family, household, and community. “Earth household” is closer the mark. 
So an ecosophy becomes a philosophical world-view or system inspired by the 
conditions of life in the ecosphere. It should then be able to serve as an individual’s 
philosophical grounding for an acceptance of the principles or platform of deep 
ecology as outlined ... (Naess 1989: 36-37; also see Drengson 1989: 10-11). 
 
We study ecophilosophy, but to approach practical situations involving ourselves, 
we aim to develop our own ecosophies. In this book I introduce one ecosophy, 
arbitrarily called Ecosophy T. You are not expected to agree with all of its values 
and paths of derivation, but to learn the means for developing your own systems or 
guides, say, Ecosophies X, Y, or Z. Saying “your own” does not imply that the 
ecosophy is in any way an original creation by yourself. It is enough that it is a kind 
of total view, which you feel at home with, “where you philosophically belong.” 
Along with one’s own life, it is always changing. (Naess 1989: 37) 
 
These interpretations of an ecosophy distinguish the three aspects of Naess’s ‘Apron 
Diagram’ (see Ch. 4, foot note 5). 
  
14 For an excellent evaluation of masculinities analyses that survey the foundational texts on 
masculinities theory, see Carrigan et al. (1987a: 153-156). 
 
15 See, for example Richard J. Lowry (1973b), Warwick Fox (1990) and Abraham H. 
Maslow (2000). Also see Carl R. Rogers’ (1980) person-centred approach to humanistic 
psychology and contributions to the discourse by Anthony Sutich and Stanislav Grof along 
with Maslow and other scholars through the Journal of Humanistic Psychology (1961–
present). More recent championing of the humanist psychological tradition can be explored 
through the voluminous—and arguably anthropocentric and egocentric—works of Ken 
Wilber (2008) and Wilber et al. 2008. Also see Alice Miller’s controversial 
psychoanalytical works that support the notion that: 
 
The child … is born innocent and ready to love. And the child can love – much more 
than we grown-ups can. This idea of the child as a loving being meets so much 
resistance because we learned to defend our parents and to blame ourselves for 
everything they have done (Miller 2013). 
 
Miller’s views rebuked the Freudian presumption that it is the child and not the adult that is 
troubled (Grimes 2010). She suggested, to the contrary, that adults abuse children by 
projecting their feelings, ideas, and dreams upon their children, often through abusive 
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parenting (slaps, spankings, sustained abuse and even torture) as expressions of a poisonous 
pedagogy of intimidation and ‘scare’ tactics and in doing so distance the child from their 
innate goodness and their natural proclivity to love; limping along through life, carrying the 
heavy burdens of depression and insecurity instead (Miller 1983: 58-60, Grimes 2010). Her 
theories forged in the furnace of a world assaulted by Nazism during WWII, Miller 
suggested that parents hurt children in these terrible ways because they themselves were 
similarly stripped of their innate capacity to love as a child and therefore justify the hurts 
they have incurred by passing those same hurts on to the children in their lives. Miller 
(1990: 147-148) right points out that both men and women are responsible for the ills of our 
times; the presence of evil, destructive rage, violence, and demonic perversion. That said, 
throughout history I note that many boys have routinely suffer terribly for being boys; they 
have been isolated, distanced, told to ‘toughen up’, ‘suck it up’, ‘straighten-up’, be ‘good 
little boys’, whipped, shamed, expected to understand and pander to the emotional needs of 
the adults in their lives, all the while being denied their natural outlets to feel and express 
their feelings. Such routine mistreatments of boys have been fundamental contributors to 
the symptoms of men’s oppression that afflict them as they grow. Little wonder that little 
boys become high-profile ‘uncaring’ tyrants more routinely than do little girls.  
 
16 Maslow (1996: 73-77) offered a series of practical steps through a hierarchy of basic 
needs that enable the individual to achieve their fullest human potential. He suggested that 
these needs are important and necessary for the emergence of goodness in the self and in 
society, and considered them achievable for the common/lay person. 
 
17 I digress for a moment to fully credit the origins of this term ‘full humanness’. The 
notion of full humanness is an integral aspect of the ‘hierarchy of needs’, which Abraham 
Maslow (1943) first introduced in his A Theory of Human Motivation. Maslow, with the 
support of Carl Rogers (1961) who believed in the fundamental goodness of the human 
person, the liberatory power of the their free-will, and their ability to internalise positive 
qualities, and Anthony Sutich (1968) who was instrumental in the founding of the Journal 
for Humanistic Psychology, is credited as the pioneer of humanistic psychology, a branch 
of psychology that occupied the historical and theoretical middle ground between 
behaviourists and Freudian theorists, on the one hand, and transpersonal psychologists on 
the other (Fox 1990: 289). Warwick Fox (1990: 290-295) provided an excellent overview 
of these needs in the context of Maslow’s ‘self-actualization’, which he divided into five 
(originally) and then six levels from basic, deficient or lower to meta-, Being, or higher 
needs. At the highest level, the self-actualizer could be divided into ‘healthy’ self-
actualizers who are essentially pragmatic in their pursuit of satisfying their own basic and 
Being needs, compared with ‘transcendent’ self-actualizers who reached beyond the ego-
self to achieve a sense of ‘eternity’ or living in harmony with the natural unfolding of 
things, effectively enabling them to ‘identify their own good with the good of greater 
wholes (humankind, the cosmos) ...’ resulting in a single subordinate concept of the 
transcended selfish/selfless self (Fox 1990: 294-295). It is this transcendently actualised 
level of the self that represented full humanness for Maslow, and is the goal towards which 
this dissertation is pointed, not as an end unto itself, but as a process of striving towards 
such a state of Being. Notably, these transcendent self-actualizers were, in Maslow’s view, 
prone to a kind of ‘cosmic-sadness’ reflective of the stupidity, self-defeat, blindness, 
cruelty, and short-sightedness that most people exhibit, even though they are broadly 
revered as saintly, awe-inspiring, provocative individuals who emanate a profound sense of 
greatness (Fox 1999: 295).  
 
The pursuits of ultimate happiness and self-fulfilment which result from high levels of 
health, maturation, and self-fulfilment accompanying self-actualization were central to 
Maslow’s work, which was based on an intuitive ‘hunch’, which contradicted the sinister 
pathologies of Freudian psychology to examine humanity’s fundamental goodness (Maslow 
1962: 67). He elaborated on this ‘hunch’ through nine basic assumptions about human 
nature: 
 
1. All humans have an essential biologically based nature, which he considered 
‘natural’, ‘intrinsic’, and unchangeable within certain limits. 
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2. Each of these innate natures is unique. 
3. We can study these natures scientifically to discover their unique characteristics. 
4. This inner nature is fundamentally neutral or ‘good’, i.e. is not fundamentally 
evil—which, he argues, arises as a secondary consequence to the frustration of this 
fundamental goodness. 
5. Give our innate neutrality/goodness, we are encouraged to bring this forth rather 
than suppress it, such that it can guide our lives and enable us to grow in healthy, 
fruitful and happy directions. 
6. When we deny a person their innate goodness, they will become unwell in obvious 
as well as subtle ways either immediately or later in life. 
7. Our innate neutrality/goodness is not instinctual like animal behaviour, but rather 
is weak, fragile and easily overcome by habits, addiction, socio-cultural 
conditions, and wrong attitudes. 
8. Even though this innate neutrality/goodness is precarious, it cannot be easily 
removed, even when a person is considerably unwell, but rather persists in 
remission, awaiting ‘self-actualization’. In other words, a person’s innate 
neutrality/goodness is never entirely lost and is therefore recoverable. 
9. Our innate neutrality/goodness is subject to deprivation, frustration, pain, tragedy, 
and yet, somehow, through discipline, we are able to facilitate desirable 
experiences (Maslow 1962: 3-4). 
 
Speaking to the significance of humanistic psychology in the context of adult education, 
Roger Hoekstra and Ralph Brockett (1994) summarised the Maslovian foundations of this 
hopeful view of human nature thus: 
 
Humanist principles stress the importance of the individual and specific human 
needs. Among the major assumptions underlying humanism are the following: (a) 
human nature is inherently good; (b) individuals are free and autonomous, thus they 
are capable of making major personal choices; (c) human potential for growth and 
development is virtually unlimited; (d) self-concept plays an important role in 
growth and development; (e) individuals have an urge toward self-actualization; (f) 
reality is defined by each person; and (g) individuals have responsibility to both 
themselves and to others. 
 
Maslow considered the process of self-actualization to be intrinsically constructed on both 
physiological and psychological needs, specifically:  
 
1. Human beings possess a persistent yearning for gratification  
2. When deprived of this gratification, the person withers and is stunted in their 
growth  
3. When achieved, the deficiency or illness is cured making gratification therapeutic  
4. Constant and steady attention to this gratification forestalls illness  
5. When a person is healthy, they do not suffer from deficiencies in gratification or 
the urge to meet it; in fact the gloomy Freudian view that we are fundamentally 
motivated by the compulsion to self-gratify is subsumed by unselfishness, 
cooperation, altruism, and love identification with the other (Maslow 1959: 123, 
Maslow 1996: 107-108).  
 
For Richard J. Lowry (1973a: 42-43) the Maslovian self-actualized person viewed reality 
more clearly because they saw it through an unclouded lens, which freed them form the 
crippling nature of shame, guilt, anxiety, and self-deprecation, enabling them to live life to 
the full. The self-actualizing person was, for Maslow, close to perfect but imperfect, and the 
state of self-actualization was for most, a goal to aspire to, a process of growth within the 
self, more so than an end point to achieve Lowry 1973a: 48). Maslow (1971b: 2) made 
particular reference to the self-actualized person as a kind of ‘philosopher-king’ who was 
susceptible to superiority in ways that dehumanised, over-protected and enfeebled Others, 
making it essential for the self-actualized person to support the self-self-actualization of all 
other humans as an integral aspect of their lived accomplishments. Such persons were for 
Maslow (1965: 110-113), generally older and accomplished in their own right; youth was, 
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in his view, potentially self-actualizing but frequently complicated by toughness, cynicism 
and addiction to sophistication. 
 
I subscribe to these views. Maslow argued that when all the more basic human needs are 
met (specifically: physiological, safety, belongingness and love, and esteem), an individual 
is then able to operate from their fullest human potential to ‘self-actualize’:  
 
What a man can be he must be. This need we may call self-actualization … . It refers 
to the desire for self-fulfilment, namely, to the tendency for him to become 
actualized in what he is potentially. This tendency might be phrased as the desire to 
become more and more what one is; to become everything that one is capable of 
becoming (Maslow 1943: 383). 
 
Maslow (1962: 91) clarified his thinking by further defining the term ‘self-actualization’ as 
an: 
 
... episode, or spurt in which the powers of the person come together in a particularly 
efficient and intensely enjoyable way, and in which he is more idiosyncratic, more 
perfectly expressive or spontaneous, or fully functioning, more creative, more 
humorous, more ego-transcending, more independent of his lower needs, etc. He 
[sic.] becomes in these episodes more truly himself [sic.], more perfectly actualizing 
is potentialities, closer to the core of his [sic.] Being.  
 
His profile for the self-actualised person was therefore reminiscent of Alfred Adler’s 
Gemeinschaftsgefühl or person in possession of a deep feeling of identification, sympathy, 
and affection for other humans that results in a genuine desire to help the our species 
flourish (Lowry 1973b: 191). The self-actualized person has such experiences more 
frequently, intensely and perfectly than the average person in Maslow’s view (Maslow 
1962: 92). Even if in a state of temporary self-actualization, the individual is able to gauge 
reality in a more acute, refined and accurate sense than when they are not in a state of self-
actualization (Maslow 1962: 94). In other words, they will operate from a basis of morality, 
creativity, spontaneity, problem solving, open-mindedness and acceptance, and will 
accomplish great things in the world. For Maslow, a necessary prerequisite was for a 
person, both female and male, to firstly become healthy. They could then proceed to self-
actualization as he conceived it and I have summarised above (Maslow and Stephens 2000: 
50). These thoughts were also applied to Nature since for Maslow (1962: 163) ‘man’s [sic.] 
higher nature rests also on the existence of a good or fairly good environment, present and 
previous’. If Maslow’s assertions were correct, there is little wonder that the state of Nature 
and the state of humanity are rife with the struggles that are present today. Such statements 
give us a preliminary peep into the importance and indeed the rise of ecopsychology from 
the foundational work that Maslow offered.  
 
For Alan Drengson and Bill Devall (2010: 57-58), Maslow’s self-actualization reflected the 
maturing we go through during different stages of our development. Indeed, Maslow’s 
hierarchy of basic human needs gave us a framework for reaching full humanness. He 
defined even more succinctly in his later work The Farther Reaches of Human Nature, 
thus: 
 
… I would like to suggest a further step towards the fusion word “fully human”, a 
concept which … retains everything we need of normativeness … full humanness is 
the ability to abstract, to have a grammatical language, to be able to love, to have 
values of a particular kind, to transcend the self, etc., etc. (Maslow 1971a: 28-29). 
 
Maslow’s work had some important influences on the work of ecophilosopher Arne Naess 
(1986b). The notion of Self-realization! that shaped Naess’s Ecosophy T was an invitation 
for supporters of the deep ecology movement to individually ‘ecosophise’, or, develop their 
own unique wisdom about their particular experience of the Earth as home (Naess 1989, 
1995). Drengson and Devall (2010: 58) clarified that the: 
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... the ego self (with a small s) grows to realize a more concerned social self, and 
then maybe an ontological self that Naess calls Self using a capital S. This type of 
self-Self distinction is made in Hinduism and in some forms of Zen Buddhism. 
Whereas Maslow writes of self-actualization, Naess uses the more Gandhian and 
Spinozian terminology of Self-realization. This ecology of self-Self is not part of the 
deep ecology movement. It is part of Naess’s theoretical support for his social 
activism, and his support for the peace, social justice, and ecology movements. This 
distinction is made at the level of an ultimate philosophy of life. It is not made in all 
worldviews and ecosophies. 
 
I examine Naess’s particular interpretation of deep ecology in Chapter 3. Following his 
recommendation, I adapt this recommendation of an individual ecological wisdom to my 
ecological masculinism as the deep ecological equivalent of an ecosophy-P for Paul, which 
I discuss in Chapter 6.  
 
Maslow’s self-actualization theory also influenced the fundamental principles and practices 
of the International Re-evaluation Counseling Communities, founded by Harvey Jackins in 
the essential human nature as vastly intelligent, co-operative, loving and capable of 
zestfully enjoying life (Jackins 1994: 28; also see: Jackins 1970, 1973, Rowan 2001). I 
discuss Jackins’ insights and impacts on human self-help programmes and then examine the 
significance of his use of this term full humanness in Chapter 6. However, I would like to 
acknowledge that both Naess and Jackins have developed their respective iterations of the 
Self-Realized! life and the life of fullest human potential at least partly as truncated 
versions of Maslow’s human developmental psychology. Consequently, I acknowledge my 
indebtedness to Maslow’s original work. I consider that Maslow’s ‘self-actualization’, 
Naess’s ‘Self-realization!’ and Jackins’ ‘essential human nature’, hold in common the 
imperative to care and be caring towards society, Nature and the self.  
 
While I acknowledge the origins of this latter claim and visit it repeatedly throughout the 
dissertation, I argue that still other scholars have offered their own permutations on the 
theme of full humanness. For Richard Lichtman (2004), living one’s ‘full humanness’ 
salves social insanity or the inherently irrational systems that result from alienation of the 
self from Others, which he considered a phenomenon that was particularly prevalent in 
capitalist social relations. For Joel Kovel (2008), the only viable alternative to ‘world-
destroying capitalism’ manifested by dominant Western societies was an ecologically 
inspired socialism that prioritises human needs and wants through relational exchanges, 
which lie at the foundations of a fully human life. He argued that in the wake of the social 
and environmental crises we now face, the alternative social forms that result from the end 
of capitalism will be an improvement on business-as-usual. These alternative social 
constructions will not only permit us to endure an uncertain future, but will also help 
prevent impending social and environmental crises. Further, they will have the potential to 
heal the gap between humanity and Nature by forging an alternative future for all life on 
Earth under the banner of ‘Ecosocialism’. However, I will not advocate for a dogmatic 
socialism as an alternative to capitalism in this dissertation as the debate about the 
credibility and viability of these two opposing socio-economic systems is not aligned with 
this research. Rather, I allow the core tenets of socialism (specifically in the ways they have 
shaped social ecology) to inform my thinking along with deep ecology and ecofeminism, 
which I discuss at greater length in Chapter 3. In the context of kindness and community 
engagement for youth, people can achieve their full potential ‘only by facing the challenges 
of caring for Others, and when they do this on the personal level, they move in the direction 
of self-realisation, effectively creating a better life for all’ (Wuthnow 1995: 73-74). For 
John Cottingham (1986), the fully flourishing human being is one devoted to the creation of 
a ‘good life’ for the self and all Others: 
 
… if I am to count as making a moral judgement I must be prepared, at least in 
principal, to show how my prescription contributes to some overall blueprint for the 
good life–how it forms part of or connects with, my vision of how life should be 
lived if it is to be worthwhile. This requirement is simply a consequence of putting 
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the point … that the object of ethics is … ‘happiness’, but perhaps better explicated 
in terms of the notion of a fulfilled or “flourishing” life (Cottingham 1986: 363). 
 
Cottingham considered this fully flourishing life to be imbued with the goodness of loving 
care for Others and the self. According to Etzioni, such a fully human life is one dedicated 
to love and caring (2003: 47). Among the manifestations of the caring ethic are the 
following characteristics: tending to particular ill or poor persons (rather than to health care 
or distributive justice generally); nurturing communal bonds and bonds among 
communities (including conflict resolution and mediation; parenting and attending to our 
parents); and dedication to the betterment of family life and that of particular communities. 
Such a life is the product of particularistic obligations that prioritise goodness. However, 
these qualities are far from characteristic of modern Western masculine norms. 
 
Consequently, and for the purposes of this dissertation, the term ‘full humanness’ refers to 
an authentic expression of our humanity that enables us to be, think and do things in ways 
that empower us to care and be caring towards society, Nature and ourselves. Maslow’s 
insights revealed the influence of human developmental psychology on this dissertation 
work that follows, since as the self-actualized human being as being able to freely extend 
this care and caring to their community, their surroundings and themselves precisely 
because they are on a path towards his ‘self-actualization’.  
 
18 Maslow (1959: 130) made reference to the role of Nature in the unfolding evolution of 
full humanness thus: 
 
Man [sic.] is ultimately not molded or shaped into humanness or taught to be human. 
The role of the environment does not give him [sic.] potentialities and capacities; he 
[sic.] has them in inchoate or embryonic form, just exactly as he has embryonic 
arms and legs. And creativeness, spontaneity, selfhood, authenticity, caring for 
others, being able to love, yearning for truth are embryonic potentialities belonging 
to his species-membership just as much as are his arms and legs and brain and eyes. 
 
In other words, Maslow considered the innate goodness of humanity to be intractable. 
 
19 I use the US spelling of the term ‘self-actualization’ intentionally here and throughout 
this dissertation to distinguish Maslow’s specific meaning for the term as opposed to the 
vernacular interpretations that the term might also subscribe. 
 
20 The phenomenon of ‘male hysteria’ was described as a ‘strange’ symptom of ‘broken 
men’ returning from the trenches of World War One. Reid (2010: 13-14) demonstrated that 
men returning from the Great War were treated for mental illnesses, nervous breakdowns, 
madness, aimlessness, hopelessness, joblessness, and poverty that became common 
symptoms of the generic medical condition termed ‘shell shock’, all of which were ascribed 
to emotional suppression. The shame associated with such conditions implicated men as 
expectant canon fodder, their emotional distresses taken as a sign of emasculinated 
weakness that affronted malestream masculinity and was reprimanded with ridicule and 
ostracism. This added terrible insult to injury to men who survived the unspeakable horrors 
of that Armageddon. Men are expected to brace themselves against the savages of life, even 
if their emotional compositions have reacted strongly to trauma, they have been humiliated, 
or are expected to rise above their feelings through sheer will and the assistance of 
medication—prescribed or addictive (Reid 2010: 15-16).  
 
The degree to which men were expected to shoulder the burdens of war was further 
complicated by class distinctions; working class men being sacrificed in larger numbers at 
the frontlines precisely because they were thought to be lesser men, and less capable of 
rising above the ‘playing field’ of wanton carnage. That war was in fact a numbers game 
more so than a reflection on the greater or lesser manliness even though the shell-shocked 
diagnosis was designed to separate ‘dignified soldiers’ from ‘ordinary lunatics’ in order to 
preserve the mystique of the soldier as the epitome of masculine prowess—the warrior 
protecting social morays back home (Reid 2010: 22).  
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21 William F. Whyte supported a cyclically reflexive process to participatory AR whereby 
rethinking past practices lead to ‘theoretical reformulation that in turn leads to improved 
practice (Whyte ed. 1991: 44). The process of rethinking both theory and practice thus 
strengthens both theory and practice’, indicating the importance of addressing research 
questions through both conceptual and practical lenses. Nita Cherry (1999: 141) suggested 
that AR was necessarily complex and operated through multiple layers of inquiring, 
beginning with concrete experiences, and moving on to alternative views of one’s perceived 
reality that included confronting apparent contradictions in the data both internally and 
externally. Stephen Kemmis (2001: 100) suggested that AR is best initiated from a 
communicative space that addresses issues and problems through the democratic process of 
discussing the diversity of experiences and interactions, which then enable people to reach 
mutual understanding of each other and from there, reach consensus. John S. Drummond 
and Markus Themessl-Huber (2007: 431) suggested that AR is polyvalent, controversial, 
and cuts against the grain of methodological standards within the sciences by encouraging 
‘circles of action, spirals, varying combinations of circles and spirals and flow diagrams.’ 
These descriptions of AR helped shape the iterative and transdisciplinary methodological 
approach I employed throughout this dissertation by encouraging me to reach ‘across and 
beyond boundaries to encompass practices from many disciplines’ (Grant 2007: 266). This 
dissertation does precisely as Grant recommended, which is to reach across a three discrete 
but related discourses to seek the common ground between modern Western men, 
masculinities, and the long-term preservation of Nature. 
 
22 As I introduced in this dissertation’s Prologue, building a closer relationship with my 
father served as the initial entry point into the study. As these personal struggles began to 
be resolved, I asked more universal questions through holistic and intuitive thinking along 
with more traditional forms of inquiry (Cherry 1999: 37).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
CHAPTER 2: 
MAN OF THE EARTH:  
ANATHEMA OR ALLY? 
 
 
... a civilization cannot become conscious of itself, cannot 
recognize its own significance, until it is so mature that it is 
approaching its own death. 
Richard Tarnas 1991: 445 
 
Male means winning (being number one in sports, business, 
politics, academia), going to war (“kill or be killed”), being 
rational, not emotional (“boys don’t cry”), and embracing 
homophobia (fear of male affection). Male means domination, 
lording over others—whether nature, one’s own body, women, 
others. 
Matthew Fox 2008: xxvi 
  
Oil Rig Workers (Gorman 2007) 
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Steps to Ecologised Maleness 
It appears that the man-environment system has certainly been 
progressively unstable since the introduction of metals, the wheel, and 
script … Civilizations have risen and fallen. A new technology for the 
exploitation of nature or a new technique for the exploitation of other 
men permits the rise of a civilization. But each civilization, as it reaches 
the limits of what can be exploited in that particular way, must 
eventually fall. The new invention gives elbow room or flexibility, but 
the using up of that flexibility is death. 
(Bateson 1972: 495) 
 
All men are created equal, but not all men enjoy equal advantages. 
(Pollack and Levant 1995: 385) 
 
Filling an Ontological Void 
We now know that unabated growth of human communities and economies 
is unsustainable; our societies and the Earth are yawing and we are 
responsible. I will demonstrate throughout this dissertation that these 
problems of global social and environmental proportions are closely linked 
to the malestream limitations that are imposed upon men and masculinities 
(Moore 2011). Responding to this perspective, I will argue that men’s 
empowerment and the rise of a deep green future for all life on Earth are in 
fact convergent concerns. I will demonstrate that any attempt to address the 
social and ecological crises of people and place must include an in-depth 
analysis of modern Western men and masculine identities. If we are to forge 
a deep green future, we must create the conditions for a new man to emerge: 
a man who is socially savvy and environmentally sensitive, a caring man 
who loves his fellow men, his community and the Earth, like himself: an 
ecoman (see Chapter 6).1 And while he may exist in many different 
permutations throughout the myriad communities of modern Western 
humanity, a conceptual framework that promotes his theoretical and 
practical emergence remains an anomaly. 
 
I will argue the case in favour of this emerging ecoman. However, we must 
firstly understand the current state of play for men and masculinities in the 
modern West in order to survey the discursive terrain within which this 
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ecoman might arise. With this in mind, I now proceed to analyse the 
masculinities discourse (also men’s studies). I do so in order to determine 
the levels of care and caring for Others and the self that currently exists.  
 
Towards this end, Chapter 2 reflects my analysis of men’s studies. Here I 
seek to expose the various wisdoms within men’s studies. I am most 
interested in facilitating systemic changes in malestream norms, with the 
intention of strengthening and raising the profile of existing conversations 
about men, masculinities and Nature. I also note the presence of care and 
caring across the entire politicised terrain of men’s studies, noting the 
absence of an ecologised masculinities theory and practice to-date. 
Consequently, Chapter 2 serves not only as an assessment of men’s studies; 
here I also draw on inspiration from those who are concerned about issues 
of men, masculinities and Nature seeking to strengthen the links between 
men’s studies and sustainability as a vital contribution to the forging of a 
deep green future. 
 
A Suite of Positionalities 
Unfortunately, Western men and masculinities are still seen as the Earth’s 
great anathema. As I will attest below, although there have been an array of 
attempts to politicise and socialise men towards more integrated, caring 
lives, they have still not been conceptually or practically ecologised; their 
care and caring for Others and themselves continue to be deviations from 
traditional masculinities norms, rendering such contributions difficult for 
the modern Western man to assume. Consequently, this supports the notion 
that we can no longer afford to leave these threads untied in our 
examination of the intersecting terrain between men, masculinities and 
Nature, for to do so could cost us our future flourishing, as well as that of 
many non-human Others as well. To begin, let us examine the plural nature 
of modern Western maleness as is reflected by the body of literature that 
comprised men’s studies. 
 
Building on Michael Kimmel and Raewyn Connell’s assessments of the 
masculinities terrain, Anthony Synnott (2009: 261-265), stated that men’s 
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studies is ‘plural, fragmented, contradictory in goals, values and aims, with 
no sense of common interest and no single national organization’. Synnott 
raised five points about the plural nature of men’s studies:  
 
1. Arrays of identities from wimps, to sissies, to ‘real men’, form 
both omega and alpha men that might be considered variations 
reflective of a ‘masculinities quotient’ 
2. These various men can be placed on a continuum from negative 
to positive, low to high, from pigs to protectors, providers and 
heroes 
3. Ideas about masculinities vary with culture, age, war/peace, over 
time, and are plural and result in confused masculine identities 
that juxtapose against ‘core masculinity’ 
4. There has been a massive diversification of what a man can be 
over the last fifty years in particular 
5. Society has increasingly feminised, and as a consequence, there is 
a considerable shift in the balance of power between the genders, 
which profeminist men in particular have vocally advocated 
(Synnott 2009: 11-53).  
 
For Bob Pease (1998: 77; also see Pease 2002a: 33), the discourse reflected 
an array of approaches and activities, specifically: men’s support groups, 
ritual healing groups, violence re-education groups, boys programmes to 
manage errant behaviour or to help transition boys into manhood, men’s 
health programmes to increase men’s wellbeing and longevity, father’s 
rights groups to address the distress of loss of family through relationship 
fracture, anti-feminist backlash groups inspired by right-wing politics, New 
Age men’s liberation groups, men who support feminist theories, courses on 
men at universities, as well as academically inspired pro-feminist social 
actions groups specifically designed for men. Pease (2002a) also observed 
that in the Australian context, these categories within men’s studies could be 
defined by profeminist, gay, spiritual and men’s rights positionalities. While 
the politics of these different approaches vary, collectively they represent 
what Pease calls a ‘men’s movement politics’ (Pease 1998: 84).  
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Synthesising these views, Chapter 2 adopts Kenneth Clatterbaugh’s (1997) 
nomenclatural organisation of men’s studies, by identifying eight key 
positionalities within men’s studies (socialist, queer, gay, profeminist, 
black, mythopoetic, men’s rights and Christian masculinities theories). I 
discuss these various positionalities in closer detail below. I also discuss the 
presence of care and caring in each and the need for that care and caring to 
become integral aspects of the modern Western masculine experience. I 
offer a picture of the ways one might arrange or order men’s studies, like 
feminism, across a political (left-right) spectrum that has traditionally been 
considered discrete, contested, and at times conflicted. I argue that these 
various positionalities should not be regarded as mutually exclusive. In 
other words, an individual might be an avid supporter of communalism and 
the collectivisation of labour (as is common in a socialist masculinities 
positionality), while also being comfortably aligned with some familial 
values associated with a Christian masculinities positionality. I argue that 
mutual inclusivity across men’s studies holds true despite the apparent 
political opposition that can exist between these various positionalities 
within men’s studies. I regard this inclusive view as an essential ingredient 
in formulating an ecologised masculinities theory that has currency for all 
men and all masculine identities. The positionalities I discuss below are 
therefore considered dynamic. 
 
  
 52 
 
World of Masculinities 
 
… the men’s movement is not a single movement but rather is several 
movements that have been gathered under a single description … the 
academic literature as well as the mass media are not particularly 
discriminating in their references to the parts of the whole. There is a 
need, therefore, for a more systematic identification of the component 
movements in the aggregate called “the men’s movement.” 
(Clatterbaugh 1997: 1) 
 
In order to locate an ecologised masculinities theory within men’s studies, 
we must first consider the state of that discourse. From there, we can then 
gain a clearer picture of the various contemporary positions that exist. As 
we do, we can explore each positionality for the presence or absence of care 
and caring across the broader political terrain. 
 
If we accept the humanistic perspective introduced in Chapter 1, that all 
men are born good and have an infinite capacity to care, then no man and no 
masculine identity is devoid of care and caring. It is therefore important to 
test this hypothesis against the existing ‘positionalities’ that comprise the 
politicised terrain of men’s studies. As I introduced above, Clatterbaugh 
(1997: 2) identified eight distinct positionalities within men’s studies, which 
he ascribed political significance across a left-right political scale: socialist, 
queer, gay, profeminist, black, mythopoetic, men’s rights and Christian 
masculinities theories.2 Adopting Clatterbaugh’s nomenclature for men’s 
studies, I then locate each positionality on a left-right political (dynamic) 
continuum. While scholars’ views differ about the characteristics of these 
positionalities within men’s studies, I use Clatterbaugh’s nomenclature as 
my principal guide in surveying men’s studies because I find it sufficiently 
comprehensive and versatile to support my assessment of the pluralism 
within men’s studies that I similarly acknowledge. I summarise 
Clatterbaugh’s masculinities nomenclature in left-right political schema as 
follows (see Figure 2.1): 
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The positionalities within men’s studies reflect different ideological forms 
and practical applications of the modern Western masculine persona. Each 
also contains expressions of care and caring that are unique to that 
positionalities’ politics and praxes. In addition, from my research, I 
observed that none of these positionalities demonstrated ecological concerns 
as integral aspects of the unique contributions offered to the broader 
discourse on men and masculinities in the West. This omission of masculine 
care and caring towards Nature may help explain why a transformative 
sustainability ethos has not been easy to facilitate in the Western social 
context. Earth care and caring have not been integrated into our broader 
(malestream) understanding of modern Western masculinities. I aim to fill 
this void. In doing so, I suggest that care and caring do in fact permeate the 
full spectrum of modern Western maleness, regardless of the political 
affiliations of any single positionality. The presence of care and caring in 
each positionality now deserves our further consideration, which I explore 
consecutively from the political left to the political right of men’s studies. 
 
Socialist Masculinities 
During the 1960s and 1970s, radical socialists responded to capitalist 
constructs of masculine identity by positing an alternative real politick to 
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men, labour and productivity that was inspired by Karl Marx (Tacey 1997: 
108). These behavioural and philosophical alternatives supported feminist 
theorists and activists in critiquing the patriarchal nature of capitalist 
oligarchies through an emphasis on the agency of all oppressed peoples—
both women and men (Hearn 1987). The contra-capitalist views formulated 
emphasised the ways that men are used to advance the cause of corporate 
growth to the benefit of those who own the means of production. Raising 
public ownership as an alternative to privatisation, socialist masculinities 
theorists placed a premium on collectivisation as a path to greater freedom 
for men bound together in the pursuit of collective objectives as employees 
(Clatterbaugh 1997: 12-13).3 This socialist perspective on men’s labour 
suggested that in order to ‘understand men we have to understand their 
material and economic positions and their social practices both at home and 
at work’ (Pease 2002a: 25). Through the socialist lens it was noted that men 
are particularly vulnerable to being used by other men to generate profit, 
often at considerable financial and social expense (one man or group of men 
profiting considerably and advancing their own privileges, power and 
control over social functioning as a consequence of the fruits of other men’s 
labour). Capitalism effectively enabled men to buy other’s men’s labour 
through hegemonic arrangements that ensured a small number of men 
owned the means of production which are serviced by labourers (especially 
men), socialists considering this to be fundamentally exploitative. 
Socialism’s exposure of the hegemonic implications of capitalism has been 
a valuable addition to our critical understanding of capitalism in the context 
of an acute class analysis. These hegemonic arrangements are amplified 
further still when we factor into the equation a socialist view on men’s 
relationships with women. 
 
For the socialist masculinities theorist, gender as a concept was formalised 
and institutionalised and played a pivotal role in constructing individual 
identity throughout capitalist societies. Socialists have been some of the 
most vocal proponents of the need to revise gender identity by 
reconstructing new laws, values and organisations/institutions towards non-
sexist forms (Pease 2002a: 25). For some socialist masculinities theorists, 
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woman’s oppression arose through the combination of ideologically, 
discursively, and materially gendered power differentials, which resulted 
from men and women’s different relations to commodity production, wages 
for capital and the domination and exploitation of labourers within capitalist 
systems (Pease 2002a: 29). Other socialist masculinities theorists dedicated 
themselves to understanding masculine identity as a social problem with a 
particular emphasis on ending sexism (Tolson 2004: 78). They made a point 
of avoiding sectarianism within the socialist movement to ensure that 
personal and family life was not blindly linked to women, and that men and 
masculinity became allies to familial and societal justice at the same time. 
In these ways, socialist masculinities theorists expressed a considerable 
degree of care for the state of all members of society. Unfortunately, they 
avoided the ‘navel gazing’ of softer expressions of care and were generally 
reticent to provide precise instructions about how men could actually do the 
kind of gender equitable caring that their views advocated. The aspect of 
care that resides within this positionality is politicised; in the socialist 
world-view, ending the twin ‘evils’ of classism and sexism was motivated 
by a common concern to eliminate the oppression of Others throughout 
human societies. The solution offered was to dismantle capitalism as a 
gesture of revolutionary societal transformation that would point us in the 
direction of a society freed from the hegemonic bonds of profiteering and its 
resultant inequalities amongst men and between men and women. Socialist 
masculinities theorists critiqued capitalist systems for preventing woman to 
take lead roles outside of the home (Fasteau 1975: 60). Yet the alternative 
and socially inspired societies that arose particularly during the 20th Century 
demonstrated all the same traits of masculinist hegemony that the socialist 
policies of gender equity were geared to dismantle. In this sense, while the 
foundation of socialist men’s studies is steeped in a desire to see the rise of 
a fairer society where women were treated equally, these views were 
embedded more in the abstract and ideological than in the actual practice of 
gender equity.  
 
Motivations for the socialist pursuit of justice and equanimity can be tainted 
in ways that dilute this idealised vision of a just society. Through the 
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creation of a mobile labour force that increased productivity through 
collective investment in outcomes, it was thought that industrialisation 
could be accelerated, and therefore would continue to advance the socialist 
agenda. Ironically, in order to achieve this aim, history has attested to a long 
line of socialist states that advanced at the expense of self-expression, self-
liberation and self-empowerment of the individual—male or female. The 
aim of achieving an idealised socialist world freed from class-based 
inequities was tainted by inefficiencies, corruptions of power and an 
expectation that socialist men’s roles as the vehicles for labour were as 
pivotal to the socialist agenda as men’s roles were in generating corporate 
capitalist growth. From this perspective, one might surmise that men’s roles, 
while dressed collectively to suit a socialist world-view, fundamentally 
remained the same; socialist societies, like capitalist societies remained 
exploitative of men and sexist towards women. Such dogmatic alternatives 
to capitalism are particularly aimed at men’s roles in labour markets, with 
the intent of dissolving class-based inequities and therefore enabling men to 
meet each other as equals in the workforce. However, socialism could 
equally be considered an alternative socio-economic practice co-opted by a 
similarly hubristic patriarchy, which bred contempt, inefficiency, 
corruption, widespread discontent and a lack of motivation to truly advance 
the common good. Further, socialist masculinities theorists have long 
sought justice and equanimity from a place of caring about the wellbeing of 
the self in relationship with other humans. Their starting point has been a 
communitarian ethic, but they have struggled to accomplish this preferred 
alternative to capitalism in a post-Perestroika world. Consequently, and in 
light of my central aim of charting a course towards an alternative 
masculinities socio-cultural model, one might consider a socialist alternative 
to capitalism questionable.  
 
Some view the failures of socialism to be fundamentally gendered (Connell 
1995: 17). Freudian Marxism omitted the contributions of rival Alfred 
Adler’s ‘masculine protest’, which suggested that in a restless striving for 
social and economic triumphs, an individual is compelled to over-
compensate under capitalist systemic behavioural norms in the direction of 
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aggression. The result would be ‘the arch evil of our culture, the excessive 
pre-eminence of manliness’ in the masculine rather than male sense, which 
is imposed upon all members of that society (Connell 1995: 17). In other 
words, a communitarian ethic as espoused by socialism has proved to offer 
few if any alternative transitions beyond the hegemony of hyper-
masculinism. Indeed, the collapse of the Soviet Union and the 
implementation of a postmodern feudal capitalism throughout the Russian 
states, replete with mafia-style corruptions, supports Connell’s views and 
indicate a universal tendency for gendered norms to reach beyond disparate 
socio-economic and political systems in propagating rather than eliminating 
gender (and other) inequities. In other words, men of Western socio-
economic orientation can and do care but they tend to do in a short-sighted 
ways—socialist masculine care tends to only see the common good within 
certain parameters, whether capitalist or socialist.  
 
One of the main actors that contributed to the failure of socialism was the 
coercion of a populace towards collective allegiance for fear of reprisal from 
the state, especially in the wake of overt resistance (Conway 1985: 15). This 
fear appears to have been complicit in the rise of a socialist hegemonic 
underbelly that not only distanced women from the promise of equality, but 
also set socialists against each other if not materially then ideologically, and 
prompted wanton resource extraction in the name of industrialisation along 
with these pressures for some to gain advantages over other humans. In 
many instances, the socialist ideal became oligarchic (the inward facing and 
repressive nature of the Soviet Union being the most overt example of this). 
The result was the loss of civil liberties, where notions of justice reflected 
hegemonic arrangements between men and women in the socialist state, 
effectively cauterising individual freewill in order to maintain governmental 
access to the collective commons, at least in principal, in the name of the 
people, even if not in practice. The resource riches of the socialist states 
suffered greatly as a consequence of this subversive hegemony. 
 
We have long been aware of the poor environmental track record of socialist 
states (Goldman 1972).4 The practice of socialism, when compared to the 
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need to care for society and environment under the auspices of sustainability 
resulted in an oppositional rather than complementary relationship. It is 
understandable that the practical applications of its core tenets as a viable 
economic alternative to capitalism in the contemporary context have 
become questionable and sidelined. Socialism’s great failing as a viable 
alternative to capitalism may well be the same failing as its counterpart—
the will to accelerate industrialisation to satisfy human needs has come at a 
terrible cost to the Earth’s fecundity. Earth care and caring was no more 
present for socialist masculinities theorists than it has been for corporate 
capitalists, who, have come to find themselves in the most influential 
positions in global politics and financial management institutions. 
 
I acknowledge that not all men who identify as socialist would necessarily 
be vulnerable to these shortcomings. However, from a gendered perspective, 
the systemic influence of socialist masculinities as an alternative to 
capitalism deserves similar scrutiny to that levelled at capitalist 
masculinities. Collectivisation has not manifested a breed of greener man in 
the Near and Far East any more than in the West. Neither system has been 
able to create the ripe conditions for a deep green future. Nor have they 
generated sufficient will to achieve true equality between the sexes in 
practical terms. Like capitalism, socialism exacerbated malestream norms. 
While promoting collective care and caring amongst men, the hegemonic 
social tendencies of both socio-economic systems remained intact. Socialist 
masculinities theorists did little to change this outcome and failed to usher 
in a level of societal care and caring for socialist men that was markedly 
different from the gendered conventions of capitalism, which continue to 
dominate Western malestream norms.  
 
Closer examination of these issues of care and caring in the context of 
gender identity and sexual orientation has been relegated to queer and gay 
masculinities theorists, which I consider next. 
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Queer Masculinities 
Queer theory addresses the disenchantment of inherited gay/lesbian 
conceptions of the self that were born out of the ‘common political alliance 
between gay men and lesbians’ (Pease 2002a: 126).5 The discourse grew out 
of post-structural and postmodern understandings of Western ontologies, 
with a special focus on deconstructive analyses of the self in society, 
suggesting that our sexualities are in fact variable, fluid, provisional and 
performed (Butler 1990, Kirsch 2000: 11-12, Green 2007: 26). Queer theory 
examines those human desires for closeness that fall outside of 
heteronormativity, questioning any specific notion of an identity politics, 
and noting the ways that social order is used to control the ‘animal’ passions 
of men, in particular (Seidman 1996: viii-ix).6 Queer theorists argue that 
men, women and intersexed persons (people who are both male and female 
by biology and/or behaviour) can seek closeness with each other (of the 
sexual kind, in particular) beyond traditional gendered conventions (Turner 
2002, Miskolci 2009). Queer identity and its accompanying praxes 
challenges the ‘mundane hubris’ of heteronormativity for both men and 
women, diversifying the traditionally restrictive ways of negotiating sexual 
and emotional intimacy along gender lines (Morland and Willox 2005: 1). 
In this sense, queer theory is as much a socio-political movement as it is a 
guide to alternative (and non-traditional) understandings of the human body. 
Through the lens of queer theory, the body is ‘plastic’ in the sense that it is 
multiply expressive and considers the constructions of ‘masculine’ and 
‘feminine’ to be figments of modernity, or invented categories that cannot 
and should not be reduced to the heteronormative tradition of discrete males 
and females, making negotiations of closeness between individuals of 
various sexualities not only possible, but natural (Preciado 2002). For 
queers, negotiation of closeness are a function of our care and caring for 
other human beings and ourselves across traditional socio-scientific 
boundaries.7 This foundational premise renders queer theory an important 
multiplicity that directs our attention away from bifurcated views of the self, 
and towards broader relational negotiations amongst many and varied 
human beings. 
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Queer theory offers some useful contributions to a new and ecologised 
masculinities theory that prioritises care and caring. Judith Halberstam’s 
(1998) Female Masculinity addressed the issue of gender identity from a 
queer perspective by suggesting that definitions of ‘masculinity’ viewed 
through the lens of social, cultural or political expressions of the self ought 
not to be limited to the male body and its impacts on the world. Traditional 
masculine socialisations attempt to colonise women’s bodies in ways that 
are consistent with ‘heroic masculinities’ (Halberstam 1998: 1-2). 
Halberstam viewed ‘masculinity’ as a construct that ‘engages, inflects, and 
shapes everyone’ resulting in a perspective that ‘masculinity is not the 
property of men’, but rather, is a way of engaging with the world through 
internalised privilege, power and control that can shape our ontologies. In 
this respect, for queers, masculinity is nothing more than a taught and 
internalised experience, manufactured for the explicit purpose of soliciting 
social, economic and political gains (Halberstam, 1998: 13-14, 16). The 
desire to dwell in the self beyond categorisations of traditional sexual 
orientations, nationalities, professions etc., is to exercise the right to choose 
gendered or sexual identities at-will, which, it is argued, frees us to ‘create a 
society that accepts difference, welcomes diversity, and champions human 
rights’ (Kirsch 2000: 8-9).  
 
In her more recent work on the promise of queer theory, Halberstam (2005) 
visions a time and space where ontologies of the self could find expressions 
freed from the influences of heteronormativity. In this sense the discourse 
directly affronts modern Western malestream constructions as nothing more 
than manufactured illusions of the self, tied to hegemonic gains. Queer 
theory aims to create societal equanimity that is post-gendered, and post-
heterosexual, in a world that embraces different, non-traditional ways of 
being in relationship with other human beings, both conceptually and 
literally. This intentional approach to closeness facilitates deeper and more 
authentic levels of care and caring for other men and women. Further, queer 
theory confronts the power base of hegemonic masculinity through 
collective and connective approaches to self-identity, forging solidarity that 
is not restricted by traditional definitions of men and women, male and 
 61 
female, masculinities and femininities, and heterosexual and homosexual 
(Kirsch 2000: 9). Queer theory attempts to reach beyond heteronormative 
gender labelling; it consequently offers greater access to greater care and 
caring for all Others in ways that are less constrained by the restrictions that 
accompany traditional gender specific labels. Queer praxes aim to advance 
the cause of individuation beyond contemplative self-discovery of an 
individual man or woman. The positionality promises to directly confront 
malestream norms beyond traditional prescriptions of gender and sexual 
orientation (Berlant and Warner 1995: 344).  
 
Queer masculinities theorists note that the malestream has typically 
associated gayness with femininity, berating gay men in similar ways to the 
conventions that women experience as sexist oppression. In his provocative 
On Your Knees: Carnal Knowledge, Masculine Dissolution, Doing 
Feminism, Brian Pronger (1998) claimed that if men are to empathise with 
women’s experience and seriously confront and dismantle the 
heteronormative hegemonies of Western malestreams, they must confront 
intentional reflections on the nature of desire (Pronger 1998: 72). Pronger 
offered a radical socio-political alternative to heteronormative sexual desires 
by encouraging men to be entered through the mouth and the anus in order 
to literally ‘give up space’, and—he suggested—in so doing they would be 
more willing and able to empathise with women’s, gay men’s and bisexual 
men’s lived experiences of being on the receiving end of malestream 
oppression (Pronger 1998: 72). This unorthodox notion takes interpretations 
of homosexual acts far beyond heteronormative levels of tolerance, resulting 
in a trans-gendered perception of desire where traditional renditions of 
gender identity fall away. Heteronormative desires would then be replaced 
by flexible post-gendered exchanges between ‘taking up’ and ‘giving up’ 
space between people in ways that background the gendered specificity of 
individuals that might otherwise be determined in wider society by their 
particular biology as men or women, heterosexual or homosexual.  
 
The socio-political implications of queer theory are particularly 
confrontational towards heteronormative malestream men (including—
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perhaps especially—their internalised sense of superiority over queers, gays, 
lesbians and trangendereds). The malestream experience is subverted by 
queer theorists, encouraging non-heterosexuals a place at the table of social 
functioning as equal players in the social functioning of life. This would be 
expressed not only in civil positions but also through the sexual act in the 
privacy of one’s own home. Queer theory invites us to consider that 
becoming ‘queer’ makes men more willing to extend care and caring 
towards all other manner of human being, regardless of gender, race, sex, 
sexual orientation etc. Having made space for the gender-liberated other 
within the self dovetails into making space for other humans to do the same 
in wider society. Pronger’s perspective is not advocating that all men 
necessarily assume homosexual identities. Rather, he calls men to be ‘… 
free to experience the erotic intensity of the deterriortialization of their 
masculine space’ (Pronger 1998: 77).  
 
The controversy attached to such a view is implicit: are we all then to be 
‘entered’ by the phallus in order to give and receive care and caring? I think 
not. However, I do acknowledge that men who have given up space by 
being entered possess particular and important perspectives on what it 
means to share the self with other people of both genders (a perspective that 
queers share with gay men). As a consequence, queers are able to gain 
unique insights into the process of care and caring for Others through the 
very nature of sharing intimacy in ways that dispel the power-laden 
significance of heteronormative gendered separation. In essence, queer 
ontologies not only challenge issues of domination in the bedroom by 
permitting two human beings to share intimacy in non-traditional ways. 
These challenges may also lead to more critical analyses of privilege, power 
and control or the lack of it–experiences that some individuals might not 
ever experience (in the case of heteronormative men), or be subject to (in 
the case of most women). Consequently, queer theory frames care and 
caring for Others through the pursuit of intimate closeness with fellow 
human beings beyond traditional renditions of gender identity, guiding us 
towards a post-gendered ecologised reality for all people.  
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Like queer theory, and building on its insights, ecological masculinism 
supports the notion that the boundaries between positionalities within men’s 
studies are social constructs, the boundaries of which can be challenged, and 
dispelled. Queer theory complements an ecological metaphor through its 
trans-gendered ideals that support a flexible approach to existing boundaries 
that traditionally constrain individual positions within a discourse. However, 
queer theory can subsume care within the desire for sexual hedonism and in 
this regard may be indulgent. This would be problematic for an ecologised 
masculinities theory, which places a premium on relational considerations 
beyond gratifying the self. 
 
On a similar note, gay masculinities examine the negotiations of relational 
closeness amongst men as both embodied and politicised terrains. 
 
Gay Masculinities 
Having made a pivotal contribution to the Western cultural evolution during 
the 1960s and 1970s, gay masculinities theorists are well placed to 
challenge both the viability and morality of the Western malestream 
(Connell 2002: 7). We have long known that more than one-third of all men 
in the United States have experienced at least one orgasm with another man 
in their lifetime, regardless of their declared sexual orientation (Conway 
1985: 84). Further, gay men were some of the earliest to challenge 
hegemonic malestream masculinities. In fact, in the early 1970s it was gay 
men who—empathising with the plight of women in a male-dominated 
world—aligned their own liberation with lesbians, feminists and the 
woman’s liberation movement long before other masculinities theorists had 
even emerged (Carrigan et al. 1987: 83).8 The increasing prevalence of 
gayness—the will and ability to come ‘out of the closet’ as it were—has 
been met with immediate and often hostile repression from the homophobic 
mores of the Western malestream. Gay men have long been viewed as: 
 
… deviants, traitors, queers, sexual perverts, sexual predators, and child molesters 
[while] heterosexual men are unwilling to put themselves into these categories [even 
though] women experience heterosexual men as sexually deviant; as queer, sexual 
perverts, sexual predators, and child molesters (Hanmer 1990: 30).  
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Gay men form their identities in the same ways that straight men and 
women do. Like all identities, gayness is a process of ‘becoming’; a 
condition that is constructed in situ and may be genetically predisposed or 
influenced by early hurts or both (Connell 2002: 4). The gay masculine 
experience affronts the heteronormativity of malestream societies. As non-
heterosexuals, gay men are freer to care and be more caring towards other 
men precisely because they fall outside of the repertoire of behaviours that 
hubristic and hegemonic malestreams ascribe to ‘real men’. The 
characteristic virtues of compassion, understanding and nurturing have 
become synonymous with gayness. These are qualities that malestream 
societies typically assign to women and the feminine, relegating gay men as 
‘feminine men’, ‘not men’ or ‘unmanly’, striking at the very heart of the 
malestream masculine persona.  
 
Homosexuality is the embodiment of homoeroticism and masculine 
closeness. But under the constraints of a homophobic heteronormativity, 
gay men become some of the main ‘fall guys’ for the pathology of Western 
manliness. They occupy the frontline of supposed affronts to malestream 
norms and are victimised by some of the most daring elements of that the 
Western malestream has to offer; from ridicule in common parlance through 
denigrating uses of the term ‘gay’, direct contempt, hostility and prejudice, 
beatings and even murder. These affronts to gay men and gayness drive a 
deep wedge between men, sending a message to all men that the 
consequences of ‘effeminate behaviours’ can and will be met with some of 
the heaviest resistances that the Western malestream has to bear down on 
those who are Otherised. Little wonder the pressures to remain closeted are 
so huge. Men generally struggle to demonstrate the levels of interpersonal 
intimacy that gay men can, in general, more easily access, particularly 
amongst and towards their fellow men. 
 
Given the intersection between homosociality and the ‘feminine’ traits of 
male-male closeness, gay masculinities theorists are well positioned to 
analyse Western malestreams from a critical vantage that attacks the 
homophobia that has accompanied these dominant norms (Clatterbaugh 
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1997: 13). Consistent with aspects of queer theory and contrary to the 
homophobic daring of malestream masculinities, homosexuality is viewed 
by some to be a truer masculine identity, as male intimacy and deeper 
friendship and sexual closeness through oral and anal sex encourage men to 
‘give-up space’ (figuratively or literally) in the Prongerian sense of the term 
mentioned above as a standard part of sexual contact with another human 
being, confronting traditional differentials between the masculine and the 
feminine.9 But sexual exchanges between gay men are not always 
consenting, impartial or power/domination free. Homosexual men’s 
intimate knowledge of what it means to be entered can also include the 
more sinister end of phallo-centrism, namely being colonised, dominated, 
and even raped, making the impact of similar behaviours perpetrated against 
women and Nature, either through consenting or non-consenting sex, as a 
relatable experience (Connell 1995: 143-145, Buchbinder 1998: 126, 
Pronger 1998: 72-74).  
 
Of particular relevance to a study of masculine care and caring is the act of 
gay sex itself, which deserves further specific consideration. Gay sex is sex 
between two subjects as opposed to the subject/object sexual binary of 
heterosexual encounters (Buchbinder 1998: 139). Gayness actively asserts 
an alternative sexuality for men in a positive light, which often gives much 
attention to primal, anonymous, and copious sex, free of foreplay, romance, 
the risk of pregnancy, or even the ‘need’ for post-coital exchanges, and can 
leave some straight men with a twinge of conscious or unconscious jealousy 
towards gay sexual exploits beneath a guard of their homophobic shield.10 
Care and caring for the gay self and the gay community emerge through 
support for liberation efforts that attempt to normalise gayness as central to 
the human socio-sexual repertoire and reaches little beyond such 
boundaries. It is difficult to be gay and non-political, even if privately so. 
Connell (2000: 122-124) noted that the HIV/AIDS epidemic spread rapidly 
throughout the gay community because of the frequency of ‘beat’ use, 
where anonymous and unsafe sex was available. A homophobic response 
has been to judge such outcomes as ‘cause and effect’. In response to the 
HIV/AIDS epidemic, some gay men and their allies have ignited proactive 
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advocacy for personal and communal wellbeing that have demonstrated 
extremely compassionate levels of care and caring for other men (the AIDS 
memorial quilt project and its associated care services for HIV suffers being 
one overt example of this, as is the Red Ribbon movement).11  
 
The daring affronts by the modern Western malestream towards gayness run 
deep and wide. Homophobia is woven into the very fabric of Western social 
morays. In challenging malestream masculinities at the level of policy and 
practice, the gay community has emerged as a subset of Western 
malestreams, attacking homophobia from within established constructions 
of masculinity. Advocacy can however assume assimilation into, rather than 
subversion of, the malestream as a means of legitimating gayness. This 
critical approach to gay marginalisation represents a notable divergence 
between gay and queer theorists. Like heterosexual men, gay men benefit 
from the private and public advantages accorded men in general in a sexist 
society. Raewyn Connell (1995: 79) referred to this as the ‘patriarchal 
dividend’, which she argued, assures men of all sexual orientations some 
general gain through the overall subordination of women. Consequently, 
gay men receive similar structural and personal privileges for their maleness 
despite the oppressions imposed upon them for their gayness (Connell 1995: 
79). This secondary access to malestream privileges, power and control 
places gay men (along with heterosexual men) in a socio-cultural and 
political position of advantage over women (Hanmer 1990, Hearn and 
Morgan 1990: 30).  
 
An interesting aspect of the gay positionality within men’s studies is its 
central focus on men, intimacy, and the masculine experience as separate 
and distinct from women and femininity. Such is the paradoxical nature of 
gay men, who, on the one hand have a stake in challenging malestream 
heteronormativity in regards to sexual orientation in order to normalise gay 
intimacy, while on the other hand being able to join heterosexual men in 
validating malestream norms (Brod 2002: 162). Of significance here is the 
similarity between the ways that gay masculinities are subject to ‘an 
experience of gender vertigo’ (Connell 2000: 91). This ‘male but not fully 
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male’ perception of gayness could be compared with attempts to shift 
traditional definitions of masculinity by some gay men in fighting for gay 
rights by gaining a larger portion of the benefits that come from being male 
in Western malestreams, regardless of sexual orientation. The paradox of 
gaining fringe benefits for maleness and then having them eroded because 
of one’s gayness is a tricky position to negotiate that fails to imbue societal 
norms with the wider care and caring that I am calling for here. This points 
yet again to the need for a wholesale reconstruction of masculine norms, 
and must include the elimination of homophobia from the socially 
sanctioned ontologies of masculinity if we are to truly liberate masculinities 
from the constraints that prevent the normalisation of care and caring. 
 
David Buchbinder (1998: 126) noted that homophobia plays a crucial role in 
minimising the prevalence of homoeroticism amongst malestream men, 
effectively reinforcing the division between maleness and femaleness as 
distinct gender categories. Buchbinder (1998: 140) also inferred that 
homophobia patrols: 
 
the bridge of sexuality which connects sex identity with masculine gender identity 
… [even though] …commonly thought of as simply the instrument of patriarchal 
heterosexuality, it may also be conceived as the go-between of patriarchal 
masculinity and homosexual desire … homophobia is the membrane connecting 
patriarchal masculinity with homosexual desire ... 
 
Gay masculinities have effectively stopped short of subverting malestream 
norms, gay men faced with losing too much of what little privileges, power 
and control they are able to accumulate under a Western malestream social 
construction. In this sense, homophobia can constrict the tendency for men 
to show affectionate care and caring towards other men—the main way of 
displaying this restriction emerging through the feminisation of gays, in 
light of heteronormative definitions of masculinity as ‘not-female’. 
 
The emasculinisation of gayness is an important reference point for a theory 
that promotes male care and caring. As feminised males, gay men are 
widely considered ‘not-men, girlie-men, faggots, limp-wrists, queens, 
queers, effeminate and unmanly’; their demeaning caricatures of the 
homosexual experience indicating that ‘masculinity is defined as avoidance 
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of the feminine, and gay men have sex with men, i.e. behave like women’ 
(Carrigan et al. 1987: 88, Edwards 1990: 114, Kimmel 1990: 106). And they 
do so in ways that are overtly erotic and in some cases, freely express 
amorous feelings towards men. Don Conway-Long (1994: 63) explored the 
dilemma of gayness as so totally antithetical to heteronormativity that 
should a single man or group of men: 
 
… fail to live up completely to the hegemonic rules of global and Western-defined 
masculinity, then and therefore he or they have no masculinity worth studying of his 
or their own, nor is it interesting even to wonder why or how he or they construct 
difference within the category male/masculine. The recognition of difference 
‘within’ this gendered category called masculinity and an identification of the 
plurality of masculinities are the beginnings of the deconstruction of … [malestream 
norms], because the struggle among men is equally important as the struggle for 
dominance over women and children. 
 
Gay men struggle to gain purchase in malestream society because they, 
along with male bisexuals, transgendered, queers and intersexed individuals, 
represent ‘Otherised’ men. While gay men are advantaged by malestream 
society as men, they are then also denigrated. The ‘go between’ status of 
gays in a sexist society reflects the ways that gayness serves as the boundary 
separating men from women. Gays are then bound in a ‘no man’s land’ of 
being not female and not fully male in the malestream sense. From this 
position of marginalisation, gay men gain unique perspectives on the 
experience of being male and directly oppressed by the malestream, and 
being effeminate but differently (arguably less oppressed on the whole) than 
are women. Theirs is a sub-cultural category, which encourages men to 
close relationships with other men as friends, colleagues, compatriots and 
lovers, enabling them to capitalise on the affections of their fellow gays to at 
least in some way remedy the marginalisation they suffer in the context of 
malestream homophobia  (Herek 1987: 73).12 The gay experience is one that 
permissively encourages men to care and be more caring towards other men 
in particular. This occurs perhaps as an inevitable consequence of their 
reduction to the status of ‘not manly’ given the presumption that be a 
malestream man is to temper one’s care and caring in the wake of 
productivity and performance that assures the survivability of the 
malestream at the expense of many men, including, perhaps especially, 
gays. The homophobic reprimand imposed upon gay men is further 
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evidence of the refusal of Western malestreams to acknowledge the 
multiplicity of masculine identities. 
 
Gay men are then strategically positioned to challenge the malestream 
establishment, having access to a concurrent perspective on men and 
women’s world-views and lived experiences more easily than 
heteronormative men. Embracing one’s femininity while being male is to 
gain access to broader ontological realities, including a much greater 
possibility of experiencing integrated and stabilised gender identities, 
compared to that of heterosexual men. Gay men’s experiences of maleness 
within the Western context are relevant to an inquiry into the capacity for 
modern Western men and masculinities to show care and caring precisely 
because ‘gay men are socially situated in such a way that they have 
particularly noteworthy insights into the social construction of masculinities 
across the board, and therefore their perspectives must be especially 
highlighted’ (Brod and Kaufman 1994: 5). Men within this positionality 
offer ‘concrete evidence that masculinity is not something one is born with 
or an inherent possession, but rather [is] an active process of achievement, 
performance and enactment’ (Haywood and Mac an Ghaill, 2003: 136). The 
gay experience is one of great potential leverage against the malestream. In 
other words, gay men illuminate the restrictive nature of heteronormativity 
and in this sense offer an alternative view of the masculine experience that 
can permissively express care and caring towards other men as a publicly 
acknowledged persona that includes sexual intimacy between men, as well 
as the ability to maintain enduring (and de-sexualised) relationships 
between gay men and women. For these many reasons, gay masculinities 
offer some of the most palpable lessons about being male, caring and doing 
closeness with others—profound insights that are core tenets of an effective 
ecologised masculinities theory and its accompanying praxes. 
 
That said, gay men are not the only masculinities group who empathise with 
the plight of being ‘Otherised’. Another distinct positionality within men’s 
studies draws its central tenets directly from feminist theory and praxis. 
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That group of scholars and gender activists fall into the profeminist 
masculinities camp. 
 
Profeminist Masculinities 
As I introduced in Chapter 2, men have been seeking ways to support 
feminism since the sexual revolution (Farrell 1974, Goldberg 1979, Kimmel 
and Mosmiller 1992: 2). By the mid-1970’s, these men’s affinities emerged 
as ‘organised profeminist men’s groups that focused on the relationships 
between their identities, gender power and feminist theory and practice; 
their primary concern being to support women’s equality and the increased 
democratisation of gender relations’ (Ashe 2007: 13, 47-48).13  
 
To date, the central project of the contemporary profeminist masculinities 
positionality continues to be the elimination of sexism. From a conceptual 
perspective and of particular importance within the profeminist positionality 
is the need to be ‘… openly critical of those parts of the men’s movement 
that engage in a polemic against feminism’ (Pease 1998: 85). These 
backlashes includes both the direct and immediate oppression of women and 
an aversion to feminism that must be met with the will to eliminate an 
internalised sense of superiority that is so pervasive throughout malestream 
norms. In this sense, profeminist masculinities theorist advocate the 
elimination of all forms of oppression imposed upon men and perpetrated 
by them towards Others: sexism, racism, classism, homophobia, ageism, 
ableism, etc. This masculine liberation may take the form of organising 
forums to support men to refuse pornography, militarism, sexual 
harassment, rape, and domestic violence, competitiveness, etc. that are 
geared towards a post-oppression social construction that prioritises the 
protection of women’s reproductive rights and the preservation of just 
societies through the direct, intentional and immediate ending of sexism 
(Pease 1998: 83-84, Pease 2000b: 43). Such strategies are not only 
reflective of broader care and caring towards women, but are also reflective 
of the levels of self-care that men must assume in order to fully embrace 
these recommendations, as well as the importance of communing with 
fellow men to do so. These views support a men’s liberation process that 
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emphasises relationship building between society, Nature and the self, 
which is directly linked to the liberation of all peoples and the Earth from 
the oppressions of the malestream (Pease 1999: 259, Pease 2000c: 137-138). 
 
Profeminists suggest that men might better gain freedom from the 
restrictions placed upon them by malestream norms if they heed feminist 
calls for gender equity (Schacht and Ewing 1998: 36, Kimmel 2008b).14 In 
fact, profeminist masculinities theorists have emphasised that women are 
more like men than they are different from men. They have been primarily 
concerned with exposing mechanisms of domination and subordination 
within the ‘categories of men, gender power and gender resistance, across 
public and private arenas’ (Ashe 2007: 14). Their efforts have exposed the 
marginalisation of not only women but have also demonstrated how men 
who are, for example, working class, gay, or black, are marginalised as well. 
These ‘masculinities polemicists’ are positioned to subvert Western 
malestreams by confronting hegemonic male interests (Pease 1999: 267, 
269). They embody the notion that caring for society and Nature is an 
integral aspect of masculine identity that proactively subverts hegemonic 
malestreams. In effect, profeminist masculinities theorists consider it vital 
that men assume responsibility for the ills of hegemonic masculinities 
(Pease 2002a: 43). This claim is both personal and political, as the 
privileges of hegemonic masculinity are tainted by a sense of powerlessness 
and pain that emerges in men’s private lives, juxtaposed against a sense of 
superiority in the public sphere—a paradox that profeminist theorists 
explore and aim to reconcile (Kaufman 1994a: 142).15  
 
Profeminist masculinities theorists encourage men to adopt the virtues of 
compassion, empathy, and loving kindness towards women in particular 
(Pease 1999: 267). In other words, profeminist masculinities theorists have 
constructed a wealth of scholarship that joins ranks with feminists in the 
struggle for a post-hegemonic masculinity that actively moves to dismantle 
inequities and help construct a post-sexist world (Kaufman 1987, May et al. 
1992, Connell 1995, Kimmel 1998, Stoltenberg 1990, Stoltenberg 2000, 
Pease 2000c, Pease 2002b, Connell 2002, Mac an Ghaill 2007, Tarrant 
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2009).16  Notably, some profeminist masculinities theorists have erred on 
the side of misandry, making their message difficult to swallow for most 
men (Stoltenberg 1990, Franklin 1991, Kimmel 1996, Stoltenberg 2000, 
Kimmel and Messner 2004, Kimmel 2008a).  
 
Since the early stages of men’s studies, Michael Kimmel has been a vocal 
champion for profeminist masculinities. In his view: 
 
Profeminist men are … necessary but not sufficient elements in feminism’s eventual 
success. We can be its cheerleaders, its allies, its foot soldiers, and we must be so in 
front of other men, risking our own fears of rejection, our own membership in the 
club of masculinity, confronting our own fears of other men. But what choice do we 
have—we, women and men, who embrace a vision of sexual equality and gender 
justice? (Herek 1987: 68).  
 
Profeminism, when fully embraced, brings with it the stigma of gender 
betrayal that can cause severe reactions in some men.17 As his thinking 
developed, Kimmel argued that profeminist masculinities played two 
important roles in men’s studies. Firstly, they acknowledged men’s 
experience while being critical of their privileging. Secondly, they recognise 
that men’s sense of powerlessness and pain is, paradoxically, caused by 
their own socially sanctioned power (Kimmel 1998: 64). Kimmel’s 
definition of the term ‘profeminism’ has set the agenda for this particular 
positionality within men’s studies. He suggested that: 
 
[p]rofeminist men believe that their ability to transform masculinity is inspired by 
and made possible by the woman’s movement and that the social changes 
precipitated by the modern feminist movement contain, in both theory and practice, 
significant and desirable changes for men as well, including a vehicle for the 
resolution of the contemporary crisis of masculinity (Kimmel 1987b: 280). 
 
Profeminists cultivate care and caring virtues for the masculine self, and, 
like feminists, do so by blending the personal and the political to end gender 
inequalities. Profeminists view the malestream as detrimental to men and 
masculinities as well as women and femininities—they bring into focus the 
fact that superiorisation not only results in unequal distribution of 
privileges, power and control, but also occurs at the expense of stress-
related illnesses, emotional inexpressiveness, and a general decline in men’s 
wellbeing (Pease 2002a: 3). In Michael Kaufman’s (1994) estimation: 
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… the acquisition of hegemonic (and most subordinate) masculinities is a process 
through which men come to suppress a range of emotions, needs, and possibilities, 
such as nurturing, receptivity, empathy, and compassion [in short – caring], which 
are experienced as inconsistent with the power of manhood (Kaufman 1994a: 148). 
 
Countering this suppression requires active engagement with anti-
patriarchal conscious-raising activities. Profeminist forums, organisations 
and support groups can facilitate behavioural and paradigmatic reform of 
men and masculine identities towards alternative and post-patriarchal forms 
of maleness.18  
 
In these ways, profeminist men gather to expose, work on, and move 
beyond, the limitations of a malestream hubris. They do so by 
deconstructing their internalised sense of superiority, bringing their sexism 
to the foreground where they can identify it in its many forms, and are 
guided to do so in the company of fellow men, while being guided by the 
hard fought and won battles of feminists and feminist theory (Pease 1999: 
260). Communing with other men in this way contradicts the traditional 
male habit of being isolated and complicit in hegemonic social 
arrangements by encouraging men to reveal their vulnerability towards their 
fellow men, in the presence of the those men. Exposing vulnerability further 
contradicts a foreboding sense of isolation in a world where men are 
conditioned to only show their softer sides to women as partners or friends, 
if at all (Kaufman 1994a: 150-153). For Kaufman (1994a: 154): 
 
[w]hen you rule the roost, call the shots, and are closer to God, there is not a lot of 
room left for pain, at least that appears to be linked to the practices of [hegemonic] 
masculinity. But with the rise of modern feminism, the fulcrum between men’s 
power and men’s pain has been undergoing a rapid shift. 
 
This shift is essential.  
 
Indeed, if men are to cultivate more care and caring, they must develop an 
emotional vocabulary attuned to heartfelt connections not only between 
themselves and women but also amongst each other. Profeminist 
masculinities praxes such as the consciousness-raising group mentioned 
above play a pivotal role in this shift by encouraging authentic and 
vulnerable exchanges between and among men, but also include thoughtful 
socio-political analyses of the impacts of malestream oppressions not only 
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on Others, but also on malestream men as well. This emphasis on relational 
exchanges transforms men’s intimacy with other men, making it more 
possible for them to care for each other beyond a homophobic injunction. 
Through conscious acts of emotional authenticity, mutual care, support and 
trust for each other, men bonded in these ways can contradict malestream 
tendency towards competitive power-laden struggles that ordinarily keep 
them separate and isolated from each other in postured positioned of daring 
hostility: For Robert Bly (1990:16): 
 
… men who are not feminists complain that men have in recent years acknowledged 
the feminine side of their nature to the detriment of their strength and ability to act 
forcefully. They suffer … from a deficit of maleness—here understood as being 
powerful, self-contained, and independent. … they cannot form strong, typically 
masculine friendships with other men because ‘only men can initiate men’ ... and we 
[profeminists], not being initiated men, are therefore unable to have genuine 
friendships with other men . 
 
Profeminists directly challenge the notion that ‘men tend not to have same-
sex friendships that are as satisfying to them as same sex friendships are to 
women’ (May et al. 1992: 95). This gulf in the affections between men 
indicates a marked gendered difference between men and women. That men 
tend to construct fickle friendships is seen here as the product of 
socialisation and not reflective of men’s deepest natures as caring human 
beings. The lack of strong bonds between men reinforces their 
independence, isolation and non-communicativeness, which, when added to 
their emotional ineptitude leaves them lacking in the fuller spectrum of 
human exchanges and are foundational causes of the social and 
environmental woes we now face. This is a tragedy that must be rectified. 
 
Profeminist masculinities theorists have taken leading roles in forging an 
alternative view for men than the permissible paths of malestream norms. 
When given an appropriate forum, men will access their innate human 
qualities to care and be caring, naturally. For example, profeminist 
masculinities theorist Bob Pease (1999: 272) maintained that anti-
patriarchal consciousness-raising groups may be important breeding 
grounds for men to start to act in opposition to hypermasculinist hubris and 
hegemony by actively disrupting old cultural patterns and creating new ones 
for men that express intimacy towards other men and the self. This may 
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begin with the simple act of nurturing rich, warm and close relationships 
with other men that are non-sexual (or sexual—as the case may be). The 
implications for this post-homophobic relationality amongst men promises 
to lend great guidance in the steps we must take—and I am arguing for 
throughout this dissertation—towards new horizons for modern Western 
men and masculine identities. Such a transformation subverts malestream 
norms by encouraging (sexual and non-sexual) closeness amongst men, 
where an emotional vocabulary is reawakened, and provides a staring point 
for the growth of men who care and extend caring towards all Others (Pease 
1999: 267).  
 
Profeminists have been the loudest proponents of a belief that hegemonised 
malestreams cost men and masculinities dearly. I add that the Earth has also 
suffered as a result. Although men are accorded social, political and 
economic advantages, their ‘estranged relationality’ actually runs counter to 
the long evolutionary history of humanity as an intensely social species 
(Pease 1999: 267). A profeminist masculinities positionality offers men 
many opportunities to cultivate care and caring than is currently the 
malestream tradition.  
 
There is a need for the profeminist analyses of modern Western maleness to 
include men’s proactive care and caring for the Earth as well. This is a 
missing element in the profeminist positionality. While the nuances of 
Profeminist masculinities are particularly relevant to the construction of 
ecological masculinism, there are some limitations to address in this 
positionality, and therefore, some gaps for my work to—possibly—fill. 
While profeminists point to men’s subjectivity as the lynchpin of dismantled 
malestream domination, they have to-date been socially rather than 
environmentally focused. Further, profeminist masculinities politics are 
typically championed by educated middle-class intellectuals, scholars and 
activists whose perspectives on the lived masculine experience can be 
bogged down by academic rhetoric that loses some of its punch in the non-
academic world. When this occurs, the valuable contributions of 
profeminists can be stifled (Pease 2000c: 138). The positionality’s scholarly 
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approach to the problems of masculine identity can render it less than 
accessible to the non-academic reader. Profeminism would benefit from 
becoming more grounded in praxes that are both socially and 
environmentally affective. I suggest that in order to play a crucial role in 
awakening a broader, more flexible and inclusive discourse about men and 
masculine identity, profeminists ought to include social and ecological 
considerations as immediate and direct actions for men and masculine 
identities to adopt. However, the profeminist analysis within men’s studies 
remains largely ideological, socio-politically (and not ecologically) focused, 
and can consequently leave them struggling to provide men with substantial 
instructions about what shifts in personal praxis must be made within, and 
how to go about adopting these shifts proactively.  
 
There is a specific reason for this: to be ‘environmental’ is often seen as 
being ‘unmanly’ in the Western malestream context. In fact, Raewyn 
Connell offered one of very few views that I could find that addressed 
ecological concerns from a profeminist masculinities perspective, noting 
that environmentally sensitive men stand at the heart of a reformed 
masculine identity that is directly informed by feminism.19 Connell’s (1990) 
paper titled A Whole New World- Remaking Masculinity in the Context of 
the Environment Movement provided a comprehensive sociological analysis 
of the pressures to assume alternative masculinities by Australian men in the 
environmental movement.  In the 1980’s, feminism (and ecofeminism in 
particular) began to play a more influential role in shaping the Australian 
environmental agenda. This brought to bear the need for men in the 
movement to rethink their presence in exchanges between themselves and 
women, which some men embraced, resulting in the reconstruction of 
masculine identity in their respective cases. Surveying the life histories of 
six men (aged 22 to 50 years) who were actively engaged in ‘Green 
politics’, Connell concluded that: 
 
... the men found a distinctive mixture of personal relationships and cultural ideals. 
This politics engaged their lives at more than one level and met a variety of needs-
for solidarity with others, for moral clarity, for a sense of personal worth. This 
engagement was important in producing a gender politics. The movement had 
leverage, so to speak, on its participants' emotional life ... (Connell 1990: 462).  
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According to the study, we can infer that caring for the Earth makes raised-
consciousness in regards to gender politics for some men a necessity, 
resulting in them becoming better, and wiser in their political efforts and 
personal relationships by acquiring qualities of openness and caring that 
actively subvert hegemonic masculinities. These men were, according to 
Connell’s research, not ‘day-trippers playing at the “Sensitive New Man” ’ 
but rather were committed to ‘real and far-reaching politics of personality’ 
(Connell 1990: 471). These traditional notions of masculine identity were 
subverted with organic ideologies, which, Connell inferred, would, under 
the influence of feminism, provide ‘fertile ground for a politics of 
masculinity’ that is revisionist (Connell 1990: 463-464). Citing the links 
between environmental activism and the need to engage emotionally with 
the world, Connell (1995: 120) suggested that environmentally sensitive 
men challenge hegemonic masculinity through: 
 
• An ideology of equality 
• Emphasising collectivity and solidarity 
• Actively engaging in personal growth 
• Giving credence to a world view of organic wholeness  
 
Connell’s research also exposed the challenges of the aforementioned 
‘gender vertigo’ that male environmental activists can experience, resulting 
in a general sense that such politicised advocacy can impact men by 
affronting their masculinity (Connell 1995: 127-128, 141-142). The 
common retort by some malestream advocates for these men to ‘go get a 
real job’ can cut deeply into the masculine psyche of the male 
environmental activist, who is being told in no uncertain terms that he is a 
traitor to ‘the cause’—the cause being malestream manliness that makes 
most men betray the self and their capacities to care and be caring in 
exchange for social primacy, which men fighting to preserve Nature are 
supposedly dodging like the Draft—receiving similar levels of rebuke and 
disdain as a consequence.  Clearly, environmental activism’s contested 
political ground gave at least some men cause to rethink their identities as 
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men, and under the influences of feminism, to seek new ways of being men 
devoted to life-preserving causes. 
 
We may therefore surmise that attempts to subvert the malestream with 
feminist-inspired ecological activism are fraught with emotionally charged 
reconfigurations of masculinity. Connell (1990: 473) suggested that this 
would require ‘a shift to a new terrain, where the social-structural sources of 
emotional contradiction can be addressed directly. As radical feminism 
found, it re-quires a shift to the level of collective practice’; a remaking of 
the masculine self through consciousness-raising that facilitated ontological 
changes at home and in broader social contexts which would result in a 
‘gendered countersexist politics for men who reject hegemonic masculinity’ 
(Connell 1990: 476). This would: 
 
... build progressive sexual politics on the solidarities-always partial but nevertheless 
real that exist between particular men and particular women as kin or as workers or 
as targets of racial oppression. Its ultimate goal would be a recomposition (Connell 
1987: 289-91) rather than an obliteration of the social elements of gender. Such a 
strategy would seek to diversify, rather than homogenize, its social base (Connell 
1990: 476). 
 
In order to avert the further marginalisation of men as Earth carers and 
recompose this suggested ‘progressive sexual politics’ in men, ecological 
masculinism aims to reawaken care and caring as a central aspect of modern 
Western maleness. My intention in drawing on these lessons from 
profeminist masculinities theorists is to raise the significance of gender 
politics in the social and environmental justice movements in particular. 
Permitting myself to be informed by the alternatives that profeminist 
masculinities advocate is challenging. Indeed, for many men, an anti-
patriarchal consciousness can be extremely confusing. How ought one act as 
a man if choosing to step outside of malestream norms? Worse, as I have 
experienced personally, profeminists have been ‘gay-baited’ or deemed ‘ 
gender traitors’ by some men, or have been subject to ‘patriarchy-baiting’ or 
considered insufficiently feminist by some women, which can leave them, 
like ecologically conscious men, in a masculine ‘no-man’s land’ (Kimmel 
1998: 60).  
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Through the influence of profeminists perspective on men and masculinities 
on my own thinking, I have concluded that it is insufficient simply to 
declare a feminist sympathy as a man. One needs to be willing to ‘do the 
work’ so to speak, to unpack one’s own sexism (and homophobia) and then 
proactively seek gender equality throughout one’s life and community. And 
one must then be willing to work for the Earth in harmony with other 
humans, developing an ecosophy that empowers the self to commune with 
Earth Others simply because they exist (see Chapter 3). These alternative 
directions are considerable undertakings in a society that encourages and 
rewards the contrary. As I have mentioned previously, Western malestreams 
severely reprimand men who are vocal proponents of an anti-sexist agenda 
along with men who fight against systems that encourage and enable human 
domination over Nature. Additionally frustrating for the male environmental 
activist is the further rebuke that some women can level at these men from a 
place of internalised sexism, which actively pushes profeminist ontologies 
back towards hubristic and hegemonic masculine ontologies under the 
auspices of wanting a ‘real man’ in the bedroom. The barriers to the 
effectiveness of this positionality (not simply as ideology but as a man’s 
daily praxis) can be formidable as a consequence of malestream societal 
norms that shape Western ontologies in favour of sexism and the ongoing 
destruction of the Earth.  
 
Profeminist men advocate for a post-sexist (and non-homophobic) future by 
critically analysing the politics and praxes of Western maleness. This 
academic approach to the question of masculine identity is guided by the 
tenacity to take a stand against the oppression of women by a malestream 
world. Profeminists might consider extending this stand all the more to 
Nature as well. However, as I have attempted to demonstrate, such an 
addition has not become a central fixture of this positionality.  
 
Black masculinities theorists, taking a similar stand against racism as 
profeminists have levelled at sexism (and homophobia), might be judged 
similarly, their critiques of the Western malestream so squarely aimed at 
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issues of racial justice that they too have similarly overlooked the question 
of Nature care and caring for men. 
 
Black Masculinities 
For masculinities theorists concerned with race relations, white masculine 
identity is undeniably hegemonic (DiPiero 2002: 13). The presence of the 
‘black man’ as ‘other’ has been a topic of contention for black masculinities 
theorists since the very beginnings of the civil rights movement.20 The 
expulsion of black men from the ‘valid’ (white) malestream has located 
them as a ‘toy’ in the white man’s hand or an amputation from the body of 
white normality (Fanon 202 [1967]; also see Du Bois 2007 [1903]). In the 
wake of these injustices, black masculinities theorists have explored the 
sociology of constraints placed upon men of colour as a consequence of a 
fundamentally racist Western malestream (Mac an Gail 1994: 183). The 
discourse explores the similar systemic impacts of malestream norms on 
indigenous men of colour as well as black masculinities theorists of African 
heritage.21 These theorists challenged assumptions about gender relations in 
black culture, arguing that any crisis of black masculinities that has resulted 
in the institutional decimation of black males has been instigated by racism, 
or white, colonial and hegemonic masculine oppression (Franklin II 1987: 
155, Marriott 1996: 185-186).  
 
Black masculine identities are subject to issues of social justice based on 
race, gender, and sexuality. Black theorists make particularly useful 
contributions to men’s studies by noting the ways that ethnicity, familial and 
community structures accentuate a discourse about the male ‘Other’ that is 
non-white (Marriott 1996: 194). They note that kinship structures within 
black communities are distinct and extend beyond the nuclear family 
structure, creating a culture of care and caring that is not familiar to white-
dominant culture. There is an accompanying negative consequence that 
suggests black men possess ‘sexual superiority as a hyperbolic inversion of 
white masculinity’, providing both overt and covert reasons to marginalise 
black men from white malestream culture for fear of black men’s sexual 
‘accommodation’ of white women (Marriott 1996: 185; also see hooks 
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2004b: xi).22 The threat of black men outcompeting white men in the 
bedroom cuts deeply into the mystique of white supremacy, personally and 
politically. bell hooks (2004b: xi) made an important distinction that these 
competitive tensions between the sexualisation of the black man and the 
comparative impotence of the white man were based not in love but in envy 
and desire to sexually dominate women. At least to some degree, this 
presumed sexual prowess fed the: 
 
… demonization of the sexual cultures of black men [which] not only marks a 
failure of European cultures to account for their own ‘racial imaginary’ … but also 
underlies the impossibility of any distinction between justice, power, public 
unconscious, and so on, which fails to include the necessarily ambivalent and 
racialized nature of the state and civic society within such distinctions (Marriott 
1996: 188).  
 
This supposed corporeal and ‘animal’ nature of black men coupled with 
their supposed ‘animalised lust’ for (white) women highlighted a collision 
of deep racist and sexist tendencies throughout the Western malestream. 
This has been further amplified by the musical and sporting prowess of 
black men that is commonly collapsed with ‘masculine toughness’ (Connell 
1995: 80). Little wonder black men are seemingly ‘losing ground, that their 
plight is worsening’ in the wake of isolation, a loss of solidarity, sexism, 
violence and abuse, leaving them feeling confused, discouraged, parentally 
addicted and emotional neglected, even if they have become financially 
successful (hooks 2004b: xv).23  
 
Black men’s experiences have been complicated by a collision of sexist and 
racist pressures promoted by the Western malestream norms.24 In a 
malestream hegemony where men are advantaged over women and Nature 
and white men are advantaged over men of colour, masculine identity is 
ranked, based on both gender and skin colour—the closer to white the 
greater the sense of socially sanctioned privilege, power and control and the 
closer to black the less. Similarly to gay men, the more a black man can 
align himself with traditional malestream norms through his behaviours 
(especially in the hyper-heteronormative sense) the greater his access to 
what little privileges, power and control might be available to him in a 
sexist, racist malestream. This helps explain the accentuation of sexist 
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thoughts words and deeds that are a common fixture of black male 
ontologies, black men being pressured to seek superficial senses of 
empowerment by amplifying a foreboding, physical, hypersexualised 
aggressiveness that can be acted out against each other, one’s own family 
and women in general, and towards dominant white society as 
compensatory measures to salve the hurts of their marginalisation as men, 
whose skin colour denies them access to the ‘good ole boys’ club of the 
white Western malestream. 
 
Of particular relevance to a discussion about ecologised masculinities 
theories and praxes is the interplay between state-sanctioned institutions, 
racism, and the cultural tenets of black masculine identity. While such 
dynamics do much to raise the issue of social inequity for black men, there 
is a general perception that environmental concerns do not feature 
prominently in the black men’s studies (Harper 2009). This apparent 
absence of environmental care and caring from many black men’s 
immediate concerns is understandable. Despite the fact that black men are 
the descendants of traditional African peoples whose lives were closely 
woven with their local ecologies, modern Western black men have been 
historically viewed as disconnected from land, wilderness, ecology and the 
environmental movement (Dorsey 2002: 63). In the wake of multiple 
generations of racial oppression, ‘uncivilised’ spaces have been the 
traditional locales of the violent oppression of black men—lynching was 
done outside and away from the white establishment, forming a potent 
psychological barrier between contemporary black men and Nature. In a 
system of racial oppression, being ‘holed-up’ in the ghetto, surrounded by 
the very urban realities of ‘making ends meet’ has placed even further 
distance between many black men and deeper engagements with Nature25 
The more immediate task of raising one’s lot in the modern Western 
malestream context has easily taken centre-stage ahead of the preservation 
of other-than-human Others. This has occurred precisely because 
Otherisation is amplified the closer a person is to black in a racist society, 
leaving little room for concerns about Nature to become integral aspects of 
black culture, least of all amongst black men.  
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The pathologisation of black people due to racism has had direct affects on 
the ways they engage with Nature.  Through the accentuated pressures 
placed on them to not only fear and mistrust Nature, there is pressure to also 
see ‘wildness’ as the one entity to which black people, who are human 
beings treated as the ‘lowest ranking of human beings’ in a racist society, 
can sit above in the pecking order of malestream hegemonies. In light of the 
fear of being caught out on their own in a ‘sea of white supremacy’ that 
might be occupying a hiking trail, fishing a river, surfing a beach, or 
fighting to protect the Earth, the relative absence of black men from the 
environmental movement is not only understandable, but a direct result of 
the racism that pervades Western malestream norms. In short, black men 
have not been made welcome in the environmental discourse because 
racism has not been ended and environmentalism continues to be a white 
person’s domain. This tragic separation between black people and Nature 
(beyond issues of environmental racism which are widely discussed in some 
black communities) is actually a tragedy for all of humanity and Nature, 
since white people, as much as black people and Nature, are impacted 
through an ever-widening gap between our species and the Earth. This 
occurs because the talents along with the care and caring that whole groups 
of people in our communities—namely groups of colour—could bring to a 
deep green future, have been systematically marginalised by white racism. 
In other words, many (but not all) black people have been forced towards 
survival tactics in urban and suburban settings that leave little room for 
concerns for the Earth beyond the detoxification of their communities under 
the auspices of actions to resist environmental racism (African American 
Environmental Association 2010).26  
 
It is important to note that there are notable exceptions to a generalisation 
that black men are disconnected from environmental concerns. In fact the 
presence of environmental care and caring can be found amongst black men 
from the very foundations of their liberation movements more than a 
century ago through to the contemporary context. For example, W. E. B. Du 
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Bois (2007 [1903]: 31-32) was instrumental in declaring the link between 
the leadership development of the ‘Negro’ man and his environment: 
 
When sticks and stones and beasts form the sole environment of people, their 
attitude is largely one of determined opposition to and conquest of natural forces. 
But when to earth and brute is added an environment of men and ideas, then the 
attitude of the imprisoned group may take three main forms,—a feeling of revolt and 
revenge; an attempt to adjust all thought and action to the will of the greater group; 
or, finally, a determined effort at self-realization and self-development despite 
environing opinion. The influences of all of these attitudes at various times can be 
traced in the history of the American Negro, and in the evolution of his successful 
leaders.  
 
The importance of combining a social and environmental justice analysis in 
a black man’s leadership development has been present in the black men’s 
studies from its very beginnings. As a second example, the African 
American Environmental Association (2010), established in 1985, 
advocates for African American perspectives on environmental issues in 
communities and in policy decisions, with a particular emphasis on toxics 
education, energy, water and clean air programmes. And a third example 
features Richard Mabion and John Burris (2010), two black American radio 
commentators that hosted a regular programme about environmental issues 
relating to black men’s lives. Environmental concerns centred on apathy in 
relation to the 2010 Gulf of Mexico oil spill that reflected a lack of 
environmental literacy amongst black communities, even though black 
populations were directly impacted in large numbers by this ecological 
catastrophe. During the programme, the commentators discussed the need to 
create true democracy in the United States that prioritised a long-term vision 
of ecoliteracy and environmental justice, especially in the context of the US 
military’s use of nuclear technology at the expense of ecological and 
community health. One caller (‘Rob’) commented on the ‘criminal 
enterprise’ of the US economy as the root cause of the Gulf Mexico oil 
spill—further commentary reflected on the systemic problems facing black 
communities particularly in Kansas City black communities, and the 
importance of empowering individuals within black communities without 
which there will continue to be recurring problems waiting for someone else 
to take care of. The astute links between social and environmental justice in 
these conversations is tacit given the heavy impacts of racism on black men 
and the writing off poor black neighbourhoods as ecological dumps 
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(recalling that not all black people live with the struggles of ghetto life and 
poverty, but all are subject to the stereotyping that accompanies racism. The 
general concerns for environmental issues reflected by black men in these 
examples capture astute understandings of issues of ‘environmental racism’ 
as a distinct black, ecological discourse that impacts black communities in 
very immediate and tangible ways. 
 
The lessons of black men’s relational exchanges with each other and with 
the Western malestream both conceptually and practically speaking are, 
pivotal in meeting the goals of ecological masculinism. By stepping towards 
an inclusive and relational theory that is not only sensitive to injustices of 
sexism but also stands against racism, ecological masculinism prioritises 
social and environmental care and caring concurrently, with the explicit 
intent of advocating for equality amongst all men as much as reaching for a 
close relationship between men and Nature. Western white racism cannot be 
left out of the equation. Black men, like all men, are born good and have an 
infinite capacity to care and be caring towards all Others and the self. The 
task now is to return to the unifying affect of care and caring on any 
effective discourse that targets all men, all masculinities and facilitates a 
deep green future for the Earth that creates a place at the table for black men 
as equals in the rise of a deep green future. Creating this place of equality 
across the full spectrum of men of different heritages is a massive 
undertaking unto itself and reaches beyond the scope of this dissertation. 
Suffice to say that this project—the ending of racism within our 
communities—is one I wholeheartedly support. In researching and writing 
about an ecologised masculinities theory, I support the rise of parallel 
conversations about race, masculinities and Nature, but must, for the sake of 
a bounded study, leave further investigation of that concern to other 
scholars. 
 
Despite this, the hypermasculinism of the West can oppress black men in 
the same daring ways that gay men and women can be marginalised from 
the malestream, making environmental care and caring a rare topic of 
concern (both perceived and real) in black men’s studies. Ironically, as 
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black men are dehumanised or ‘animalised’ through the personal and 
institutional socio-cultural ramifications of white racism, they are located 
closer to Nature than humanity, making the oppression of both easier for 
whites to consciously or unconsciously justify. That racism, like sexism, 
plays a central role in the lived experiences of black men calls forth the need 
for an inclusive approach to the liberation of all men from all forms of 
oppression. We must be willing to take a stand for justice and respectful 
treatment of the Earth for all peoples that populate our communities – and 
this means we must simultaneously be willing to confront and end racism as 
well. To do otherwise is to continue to feed the growing gap between 
humanity and Nature, and enables the dehumanising aspects of racism, like 
sexism, to oppress black men along with women and Nature all the more. 
Such oppressions cannot be part of an ecologised masculine theory nor a 
deep green future. 
 
Overt celebrations of Nature within the modern Western masculine context 
have arisen from one positionality in particular. This positionality is 
predominantly white, middle class and middle-aged and is known as the 
mythopoetic men’s movement. This movement has contributed the most 
overt expressions of an ecologically connected maleness in the West to date. 
It is this positionality that I turn my attention to next. 
  
Mythopoetic Masculinities 
The mythopoetic men’s movement (a derivation of the term ‘mythopoesis’ 
that means to re-mythologise or remake; or ‘mythopoeia’ that means to 
create myth or share a traditional story; see: Bliss 1992: 95, Bliss 1995: 292-
293, Hoff and Bliss 1995) has grown out of the psycho-spiritual tenets of 
Greek, Roman and Far Eastern mythologies as well as Euro-pagan fairy 
tales and Jungian archetypal canon as well as transpersonal psychology. 
Reintroduced to men’s studies vernacular by Shepherd Bliss in a 1986 Yoga 
Journal article, the term shifted focus away from monolithic ‘great man’ 
thinking and ‘Toxic masculinity’, towards a plurality of inspirations for 
men’s healing and recovery that he refers to as the ‘deep masculine’ (Bliss 
1995: 300-301, 302). The movement is credited with making men’s issues 
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visible throughout Western popular culture. Building on the preliminary 
views of about the nature of men that arose prior to and during the sexual 
revolution (see: Ardrey 1961, 1970, Morris 1967, Tiger 1969), and 
popularised by Shepherd Bliss, Robert Bly, Robert Moore, Douglas Gillette, 
James Hillman and Michael Meade (and further promoted in popular culture 
by Sam Keen, John Lee, Tom Daly, Aaron Kipnis, Bill Kauth) in the 1980s 
and 1990s, the mythopoetic men’s movement raised the profile of men’s 
advocacy, seeking the archetypal and authentic masculine self by creating 
contemporary Western rites of passage, men’s popular literature and 
protocols for men’s personal growth, emotional release and therapeutic 
development  (Bly 1990, Ross 1992).27 The movement has constructed 
elaborate rituals designed to awaken the ‘mature masculine’ and thereby 
transition from boy’s psychology to man’s psychology (which includes the 
rise of the deep masculine from within) (Moore and Gillette 1990). This has 
been achieved by inviting men to sweat lodge and talking stick circles, the 
appropriation of animal names from a potpourri of contemporary indigenous 
(esp. North American) cultures, and the adaptation of Earth-based 
ceremonies to the modern Western context through workshop type retreats 
and affiliated men’s support group gatherings  (Moore and Gillette 1990: 
xvi-xix, Wicks 1996: 63-79, Ashe 2007: 69). Through these processes, the 
deep masculine or ‘Wild Man’ (or instinctual voice or authentic and 
powerful self) is awakened both in the company of a male community and 
out in the ‘wilds’ of Nature (Pease 2002a: 77). There is debate about the 
apolitical versus political significance of the movement (Kimmel 1995, 
Clatterbaugh 1997).  
 
The mythopoesis processes that are characteristic of this movement have 
been designed to help liberate men from what its proponents consider to be 
the emasculinated modern man. A core justification for the movement is the 
pursuit of the inner ‘Wild Man’ as an integrated masculine archetype, which 
is generative, creative, self-aware, empowered and empowering towards 
Others (Bliss 1987, Moore and Gillette 1990).28 While aspiring to be 
relevant to men from a diversity of backgrounds, the movement has been 
particularly attractive to middle-aged, heterosexual men of the Western 
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white middle-classes (Pease 2002a: 77). The central premise of the 
mythopoetic men’s movement is that men are deeply wounded by the social 
conventions that dominate the malestream and can improve their situation 
only through the healing of their internalised pain, which, it is argued, must 
be confronted and expressed in the company of fellow men if the fully 
integrated ‘Wild Man’ is to emerge from within. For many within the 
movement, it is suggested that this integration ought to follow four principal 
and Jungian-inspired archetypes: King, Warrior, Magician and Lover, 
which, once integrated, can empower the man to dedicate his best efforts to 
his community through gestures of benevolent service as a fully-integrated 
and authentic adult man (Moore and Gillette 1990: xi-xii).  
 
Bly’s Iron John: a Book about Men (1990) became one of the most 
celebrated books to emerge out of past generation of mythopoetic men’s 
work. There, he called for the: 
 
… restoration of a lost, traditional masculinity—for the urgent need to encounter the 
‘hairy man’ [that] … enables individual men to be actively involved in affective 
relations, underpinned by the security of images that do not threaten their 
participation in the traditionally feminine world of emotional work’ (Bly 1990: 61).  
 
Bly’s views vacillated between biological determinism and psycho-spiritual 
procurements of the ‘deep masculine’, the absence of which, he believed, 
was the root cause of the contemporary masculinities crisis (Bly 1990: 4). 
Centring his thoughts about men on a Brothers Grimm fable about Iron 
John, Bly crafted what came to be known as the touchstone of the 
mythopoetic men’s movement (Kimmel and Kaufman 1994: 264). He spoke 
directly of the differences between men and women’s spiritual relationships 
with Nature, noting the pull to adaptability versus protection, respectively. 
Prior to the industrial revolution, men communed together, actively raised 
their sons, received guidance from elder men, assuring web of relational 
intimacy, which men, Bly argued, have since lost. The western male has 
become gentle, likeable, holistically attuned to the wonders of the Universe 
in ways that were far superior to his father’s generation, but has in the 
process also become devoid of vitality, and has been wounded, rendering 
him a ‘soft’, ‘wimpish’, ‘mama’s boys’ in desperate need of being rescued 
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by the feminine (Bly 1990: 2-3: also see Kimmel and Kaufman 1994: 265). 
And it was due to this disconnection with the ‘deep masculine’ that Bly 
advocated so strongly for the recovery of modern manhood and the richness 
of proactive fathering, which he believed would best arise through a marked 
separation from the feminine, facilitated by contemporary initiations and 
rituals for boys into manhood that were led by a ‘container’ of men. These 
rituals, Bly suggested, help men reach a secure sense of self; they were 
designed to be intentionally devoid of any reference to hegemonic societal 
arrangements as falling beyond the scope of inner men’s business. Such 
men were instead, on a path through initiation, into a full and powerful 
present-day life. For Mircea Eliade (1962), masculine initiation required a 
sacred death, a celebration of sexuality, and a struggle for survival (literal 
and spiritual food), in order to become a ‘real man’. This movement 
subscribes to the belief that ‘real men’ are made, not born:  
 
... they do not simply emerge naturally over time like butterflies from boyish 
cocoons; they must be assiduously coaxed from their juvenile shells, shaped and 
nurtured, counselled and prodded into manhood (Gilmore 1990: 106). 
 
Masculine identities are the products of socialisations conveyed through 
cultural traditions that have demanded special initiations for boys, just as 
there are and have long been special initiations for girls (Rohr 1990[2005]: 
31). Bly (1990) and other scholars took these concepts to heart in crafting 
initiations for modern Western men; his attempts to distinguish the sacred 
masculine from the sacred feminine embraced distinctly ‘masculine’ rites 
and rituals for the contemporary context that were designed to shake men 
loose from the confused innocence and naïveté of adolescent or ‘boy 
psychology’ and bring them into their manhood as men of deep service to 
Others and the self (also see: Hillman 1979, Moore and Gillette 1990, Rohr 
1990[2005], Daly 1992, Keen 1992, Fox 2008, Smith 2008, Biddulph 2010, 
Pathways Foundation 2007). Michael Kimmel and Michael Kaufman (1994: 
284) suggested that Bly and his colleagues ignored the calls of women to 
embrace personal change as a tool for social change. Juxtaposing the 
mythopoets against a more politically progressive (profeminist) approach to 
the masculinities problematic, Fidelma Ashe (2007: 76, -82) emphasised the 
view that both women and men were otherised as a function of the 
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malestream political practices of everyday life. These critiques of men’s 
mythopoetry were based in an acute politicising of the personal, which 
followed in the footsteps of feminists by arguing that we have failed to: 
  
… hear what women have been telling men … that personal change is an 
indispensible element of, and tool for, social change, and that structural social 
change is an indispensible element for personal change. It is a personal vision of 
political change and a political vision of personal that we propose as an alternative 
to the [mythopoetic] men’s movement that will allow men’s wild and progressive 
impulses to blossom. … What keeps Bly and his followers from taking this radical 
course of personal and social change are his protests that his work has nothing to do 
with women or feminism… But such claims are disingenuous. 
 
Indeed, anthropological evidence indicates that masculine segregation, in 
ways that have been replicated by the mythopoetic men’s movement, 
actually accentuates women’s oppression by men (Kimmel and Kaufman 
1994; 274). Such pointed critiques responded to Bly’s suggestion that 
through contemporary rites of passage, authentic masculinity would once 
again claim its rightful place of independence from the mother’s womb, 
giving modern men a means for recovering from the hurtful impacts of 
misguided masculinities. These rites, he argued, would also assure men of 
their capacity to raise boys to become the next generation of honourable 
men—in the company of men – and through a resistance to the traditional 
feminine. But such views easily equated to a backlash against feminism 
during the formative years of the mythopoetic men’s movement. 
Unfortunately, the understandable feminist assault on traditional renditions 
of masculine identity resulted in considerable anger from some men towards 
women, further widening the gap between the profeminist and mythopoetic 
positionalities within the men’s discourse (Keen 1991: 206). The 
mythopoetic men’s movement was established as a ‘pro-male’ rather than 
anti-feminist discourse.  
 
The mythopoetic men’s movement was born out of the desire to salve men’s 
societal and familial wounds. But during its formative days, it lacked a 
socio-political analysis of gender inequities, intentionally aspired to be 
apolitical and ignored the growing wealth of knowledge on gender that 
feminists and profeminists eruditely articulated. The movement presumed 
that being pro-male would not rehearse anti-feminist sentiments in men, yet 
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did not include intentional anti-sexist processes to lead men to post-sexist 
masculinities and sought the rise of the ‘deep masculine’ while not citing 
these notions as feminist in origin nor necessarily celebrating the inner 
feminine within the masculine experience (Mac an Gail 2003:133, Tacey 
1997: 2). Indeed, calling men to account for their sexism, demanding that 
they change, and insisting that that change be radically different from 
modernity’s habituated sexist oppressions from men towards women has 
been a crucial aspect of the profeminist agenda and a distinguishing feature 
that separated the two positionalities. Consequently, it could be argued that 
in their attempt to raise the lot of men, early proponents of the mythopoetic 
men’s movement did much to widen the gap between men and women. 
These foundations continue to shape the movement from within, and feed 
the critical perceptions of women and men who have stood on the outside of 
this movement looking in with a critical eye. 
 
During these formative years, the mythopoetic men’s movement coached 
men towards becoming ‘new warriors’ as opposed to soft ‘wimps’, arguing 
that feminism had challenged men so successfully that it caused a gender 
confusion for men, leaving them lost to their desire to meet women’s new 
criteria for approval (Mac an Ghaill 2003: 133). Understandably, and as a 
consequence of the implied and overt resistances to feminism that arose, the 
mythopoetic men’s movement has received some less-than-favourable 
responses from some feminists and profeminists (Ross 1992: 209-219).29 
Reclaiming the wild, dark, and inner masculine self, as Bly’s Iron John 
advocated, has successfully challenged a traditional description of the male 
psyche. However, the rites, principles and practices designed specifically for 
the modern Western male has, for some, produced auto(homo)-erotic 
inward looking ‘Iron Johns’ who supposedly integrated the authentic 
masculine by reaching beyond the emotional straightjacket of Western 
malestream norms. Such perspectives reinforced the traditional renditions of 
masculinity that characterise Western malestreams (Ross 1992: 213, Mac an 
Ghaill 2003). With this critique in mind, some have attacked the 
mythopoetic men’s movement with the sound intent of ensuring that the 
hubris and hegemony of these malestream norms are subverted (Pleck 1987, 
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Kimmel and Kaufman 1995, Smith 2008, Flood 2009).30 Profeminist critics, 
in particular, have considered the mythopoets to be essentialist; the self-
reflections that characterise the movement have been viewed as hedonistic, 
further blinding its participants and proponents to the impact of their own 
gendered primacy and its accompanying oppression of otherised Others 
(Kimmel 1995: xi-xii, Tacey 1997: 9-10). Critical perspectives of the 
movement claim that the mythopoets establish supposed alternatives to 
traditional gendered roles that while actually recreating traditional 
masculine conventions through amplified gender segregation, secrecy and 
the intentional omission of anti-hegemonic socio-political analyses (Kimmel 
1995, Schwalbe 1996, Smith 2008).  
  
Like the profeminists, I acknowledge that in the early days, the mythopoetic 
men’s movement indeed omitted anti-hubristic and anti-hegemonic 
processes and practices in its discourse, to which it rightly ought to be held 
accountable. As Michael Kimmel and Michael Kaufman (1994: 259-260) 
suggested, the search for the ‘inner king’ or ‘warrior within’, has done much 
to heal many men’s ‘father wounds’ and awaken the ‘Wild Man’ on 
weekends, but has failed to subvert the modern Western malestream, 
leaving men to struggle with much the same set of problems they have been 
confronting for many prior generations. Despite this notable shortcoming of 
the movement, mythopoetic men have important roles to play in the shifting 
of malestream norms—they are the most broadly visible and far reaching of 
the various discourses on modern Western masculinity, the work they do 
with and for men does challenge traditional conventions of masculinity by 
supporting men to engage with and serve their communities and the Earth 
(at least in principle and often in practice), even if not affronting the hubris 
and hegemony of Western malestreams. The movement does—arguably—
support the embodiment of the virtues of deep care and caring for fellow 
men, women and children and the Earth by awakening the integrated man 
with greater success than any other positionality throughout men’s studies.31 
And as a consequence, mythopoets deserves to be credited for creating one 
of the most powerful forums for men to re-connect with Others and 
themselves.  
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For these reasons, the movement cannot be dismissed on account of its 
essentialist foundations, nor ought the potential of the ‘Wild Man’ in 
helping frame new masculinities as socially savvy and ecologically sensitive 
be underestimated. My main concern about the apparent division between 
the profeminist and mythopoetic positionalities within the broader men’s 
discourse is this: the integration of various archetypes in order to awaken 
the ‘Wild Man’ provides an important guide for men in reframing the self 
towards a life of service to the common good in accessible and practical 
ways. What he lacks is a socio-political analysis to accompany this 
important psycho-spiritual work that contradicts men’s isolation so well. I 
agree that the Profeminist masculinities movement has articulated the 
needed shift in our evolution towards a post-hubristic and post-hegemonic 
masculinities acutely, but has framed this need as a vital academic exercise 
while struggling to create praxes that are tangible for the non-scholar in 
order to help lead the broadest possible cross-section of men through the 
needed shifts in malestream masculinities.  
 
If men are to be broadly and effectively enrolled in a deep green future, 
there is a need for the removal of the rhetoric of ‘gender-reprimand’ that 
pervades profeminist views. This can leave many men feeling gender shame  
to such a degree that they are either incapacitated in the manhood or become 
reactive against women’s empowerment. In response to these extremes, 
there is a need for better translation of feminist tenets into language that the 
average and often shutdown or reflexively hostile man might be better able 
to comprehend. That interpretive language may be one of care and caring 
arising out of a declared acknowledgement that all men are born good and 
have an infinite capacity to care. I also note that were the mythopoets able to 
imbibe the tenets of profeminist masculinities theories, then an intentional 
post-hubristic and post-hegemonic world would be all the more possible. 
Incorporating profeminist theories into mythopoetic praxes could strengthen 
the mythopoetic movement’s credibility in the eyes of its greatest critics 
(feminists and profeminists in particular), and broaden the focus of the 
principles and practices offered to include a profound revision not just of the 
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deep masculine but of malestream society as well. In other words, 
mythopoetic men’s communities are prime locales for the insights of 
profeminism to take hold as praxes. The task then becomes finding ways for 
profeminist insights to be directly and intentionally incorporated into the 
fabric of a mythopoetic subculture that has broad and popular appeal and 
unprecedented success at reaching men with alternative messages about 
masculine identities and an authentic manhood can be expressed. With the 
bridge-building between the two positionalities in mind, we could then 
consider mythopoetry and profeminism as complimentary rather than 
oppositional; offering each other valuable lessons that could accelerate our 
evolution towards post-malestream masculinities.  
 
Unfortunately, male mythopoets initially operated in a vacuum and framed 
the movement as a reactive (less-than-favourable) response to feminism. 
The movement was characterised in its early days by secret rites and rituals; 
their royalties and loyalties concentrated on initiated (male) members in a 
secret men’s society that appeared from the outside looking in as more of 
the same ‘good ole boys’ club doing maleness in exclusion of Others, and 
using the Earth rather than truly preserving and protecting it. The early 
rhetoric of the movement frequently spoke to men’s feelings of 
marginalisation and victimisation in the wake dominant societal norms, the 
pits of despair that accompanied broken relationships, lost custody of 
children, and/or the existential crises that commonly afflict middle-aged 
white men. But the movement struggled to critique the impacts of men’s 
perpetrations of hubris and hegemony on broader society, or for that matter 
Nature. Indeed, beyond suggestions that the integrated man might consider 
acquiring the deep masculine in a natural setting, the early mythopoet was 
not charged with the task of learning from the lessons of feminism about 
how and why the subversion of malestream norms ought become men’s 
paramount concern. Even the Green Man was, for these early mythopoets, 
more an archetypal metaphor than a literal guide.32 The proliferation of rites 
and rituals for men skipped over the possibility of championing an 
ecologised masculinities theory or praxes. Consequently, feminist and 
profeminist critiques of the mythopoetic men’s movement have been 
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justifiable; the shortcomings of the mythopoetic men’s movement did the 
prospect of cross-pollination with profeminism no favours in presenting a 
reactionary and essentialist defensiveness that meant well-considered 
critiques fell on deaf mythopoetic ears in the movement’s early years. 
 
It is important to note that these profeminist critiques of the mythopoets 
have illuminated the political implications of the movement and brought to 
bear some important critiques of the essentialism and homogenisation of 
men’s conceptual and lived experiences that characterised the mythopoets. 
Kimmel and Kaufman (1994: 270) astutely argued that: 
 
The men’s movement … misses one of the central insights of social science—that 
gender is a product of human action and interaction, that definitions of masculinity 
and femininity are the products of social discourse and social struggle. Being a man 
is distinct from being biologically male. Essentialism leads the [mythopoetic] men’s 
movement to adopt versions of manhood that correspond rather neatly with this 
society’s dominant conception of masculinity—man as warrior and conqueror—and 
to suggest that this represents the quintessence of manhood. 
 
Such critiques, while well-placed, have, however, failed to enrol these same 
men as allies in the profeminist cause, creating a division between the two 
positionalities within men’s studies that bifurcates a ‘real (sexist) man’ from 
a ‘just (soft) man’ in a mutually ineffective standoff between the ‘macho 
jerk’ and the ‘new-age wimp’ (Lanier 2010). Take for example the 
following recent summary of this tension by Fidelma Ashe (2007: 75): 
 
If men like Bly …really want to understand men’s identity, they need to examine 
relations of power between men and women. However, it is unlikely that … these 
men will brush the dust off their old feminist texts and rethink their approach to 
masculinity, profeminism remains the only form of men’s gendered politics that 
seeks to engage with the networks of power that produce gendered identities.  
 
Times have changed. The twenty first century is ushering in a new 
generation of men dedicated to finding the deep masculine, embracing their 
inner and equally deep feminine, while also honouring the deep masculine 
and feminine that dwells within the women in their lives. In other words, we 
are becoming more able to distinguish discrete gendered socialisations from 
the biological similarities and differences between men and women. The 
research contained within this dissertation is designed to support this 
gender-integrated approach that has been sought for some time by other 
scholars as well (Eliade 1975 [1958], Shinoda Bolen 1984). My hope is that 
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the ecologised masculinities theory I propose in Chapter 6, will contribute to 
this post-gendered trend by acknowledging the validity of both masculine 
and feminine views within all people, men in particular. My intention 
throughout this dissertation is to acknowledge the importance of a psycho-
spiritual awakening of the deep masculine, but to do so in ways that are also 
politicised. 
 
Beyond these tensions with profeminists, the mythopoetic men’s movement 
has grown in harmony with the mythopoetry of the sacred and similarly 
‘wild’ feminine. One leader of the mythopoetic woman’s movement had 
this to say to her brothers: 
 
There is no doubt that the Wild Man seeks his own down-under-the-earth bride. In 
tales among the Celts, there are famous pairs of Wild Gods who love one another so. 
They often live under a lake where they are the protectors of the underlife and the 
underworld. From Babylon, mythos, the Cedar-thighed Innna calls to her lover, The 
Bull Plow, “Come cover me with your wildness.” And even in modern times, even 
now in the upper Midwest [US], the Mother and Father of God are still said to roll 
about in their spring bed, making thunder (Pinkola Estés 1992: 115-116).  
 
The psychosexual allure of such statements for heterosexual men is 
understandably compelling. Both male and female mythopoetic perspectives 
are manifestations of the archetypal norms that characterise analytical 
psychology, and share in common the separate but related liberations of 
men and women from what are considered to be the mutually untenable 
aspects of patriarchal society that impact men, women and the Earth in 
similarly detrimental ways (Barton 2005-2006). 
 
The movement has now undergone some thirty years of evolution, and as a 
consequence has seeded men’s groups, male organisations, and community 
collectives that share in common the willingness to support men’s lives in 
the company of other men as an important source of support for men to live 
lives of service to the common good that enables them to help make the 
world a better place for all.33 More recent permutations of the mythopoetic 
men’s movement are shifting focus; taking at least some of the lessons of 
feminism to heart. Mythopoetic principles and practices are now directly 
encouraging the rise of good men, who are ‘more powerful’ proponents of 
directing the virtues of care and caring towards themselves, each other, the 
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women and children in their lives and the Earth. For example, speaking to 
the need for fathering from the ‘paternal heart’ in his recent book titled The 
Hidden Spirituality of Men, Matthew Fox (2008: 190) maintained that: 
 
Fatherhood need not break your heart. What fatherhood gives is a big heart. What it 
takes is courage … The fatherly heart cares. Whether that is expressed in kissing and 
hugging, or in working hard to put bread on the table and provide shelter and 
educational opportunities, the caring is expressed in countless ways. 
 
Encouraging men to wake up from the ‘dominance trance’, Fox calls for 
men to recognise and respect the ‘Divine Feminine’, noting that the ‘macho 
male’ is not a healthy man, since this kind of person typically presumes that 
it is his inalienable right to defend male priority while failing to recognise 
that: 
 
[w]hen any society or person or religion denies the Devine Feminine … it 
legitimizes the actual abuse of women, and it denigrates and kills the feminine 
inside boys and men, thereby creating self-mutilating monsters. A healthy male 
cares about the justice at the heart of the women’s rights movement (Fox 2008: 
223).  
 
In rewriting his bestselling book Manhood, Australian mythopoetically-
inspired psychologist Steve Biddulph (2010: 45) distinguished the 
difference between a boy’s and a man’s attitudes towards women by 
encouraging men to let themselves be ‘really, really, lonely’ while 
discovering that they won’t die from the experience but rather will be 
empowered to transition from a boyish mentality of taking from women, to 
the realms of kindness and nurturing for Others through one’s matured 
manhood. Further, there is a trend within the mythopoetic men’s movement 
to now recognising that men are restrained by the very same mechanisms of 
oppression which impact upon women, making the need for a feminists 
sensitive men’s liberation all the more necessary (T. Daly, personal 
communication, February 14, 2011).  
 
The potential for greater Earth care is also increasing in the mythopoetic 
men’s movement. Building on the foundational intentions to green 
masculinity that characterised the movement’s foundations, mythopoets 
have been called to wed the deep personal healing of the self with the 
healing needed between humanity and the Earth. Tom Daly, co-founder of 
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the Men’s Council in Boulder, Colorado has worked diligently for the past 
thirty years to find the wild and uncivilised terrain within men, suggesting 
that a deep masculine wisdom: 
 
... grows naturally out of the earth. The great mysteries are still alive there, This 
natural wilderness is the very soul of my being, my source ... a connection to the 
sacred that is earth-centred, that is lived out in real community, and that honors the 
mythic realms of reality (Daly 1992: 82-83). 
 
These are sentiments that Matthew Fox (2008: 224, 284) expanded and 
brought to the fore by reminding us that: 
 
… as today’s science has made clear, we take in the whole cosmos with each breath; 
the stuff of our lungs and of our cells and of the air we share with other creatures. 
With every breath, we take in molecules from other creatures and other humans who 
lived and breathed over hundreds of thousands of years ago … to be cut off from 
plants, animals, and the earth is profoundly shaming. We are subconsciously 
ashamed to be living lives of hollow anthropocentrism, … Nature and creation with 
all their majesty, their wonder, and their beauty satisfies. As for aggression, we may 
well find that we take our anger out on others … we can’t find enough outlets for 
our aggression in our regular lives, so we take it out on Mother Earth and her 
creatures. 
 
Fox encouraged men to put their anger into a rock and bury it in the Earth—
to let the Earth help them heal so they will not harm Others. Granted there is 
a problematic essentialism in such recommendations—seeing the Earth as 
mother and then expecting her to absorb men’s anger through a buried rock 
differs very little from overt acts of domestic violence.34  
 
However, to accuse mythopoets of refusing to heed the calls of feminists 
and to assume that environmental considerations ought to be used as a 
backdrop for deep masculine processing and little more is to judge the 
movement for the limitations of it’s past. There is little to suggest men 
ought to ignore the calls for greater care and caring in statements such as 
this from Matthew Fox (2008: 165): 
 
All men are prophets, artists, and spiritual warriors … expanding consciousness, 
espousing justice, defending their hearts, expressing compassion, artistically 
improvising in their daily lives.35  
 
There is certainly more work to be done to reduce the implicit hubris that 
permeates such statements, but the intent is good and springs forth from 
great care and caring for all Others and the self.  
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Consequently, I suggest that feminist and profeminist critiques of the 
mythopoets need to be updated. Being in possession of the self—as assisted 
by mythopoetic principles and processes—has proven to be a sound path of 
self rediscovery that empowers many men to acknowledge women’s 
equanimity and reawaken their own capacities to care and be caring towards 
Nature. Men’s will and ability to exhibit broader benevolent gestures within 
their ‘fraternities’ and the wider community is improving. This includes the 
will to take the lessons of feminism into the work of restoring and 
reawakening deep masculine and to embed the deep masculine within the 
Earth. The mythopoets are then deserving of acknowledgement for having 
reached into the hypermasculine world in ways that have pulled men, with 
varying degrees of success, out of their stuporous addiction to malestream 
norms (replete with the mechanisms of institutionalised oppression that 
accompany them). They have gained some ground in finding ways to crack 
the armour of the malestream that can be so tightly bound to the modern 
Western man. They have also been able to achieve this like no other 
positionality in men’s studies. However, it is time for profeminist 
proponents to give credit where credit is due. The time has come for the 
mythopoetic men’s movement to consciously and openly embrace the sound 
counsel of their profeminist colleagues as allies and compatriots in forging a 
deep green future. The two have much to learn from each other. We must 
allow the wisdom of profeminist gender theorists to shape, refine and update 
the rites and rituals of the new manhood that mythopoets have achieved. 
And we must similarly permit the ethereal qualities of contemporary men’s 
initiation to guide the embodiment process that is missing in the profeminist 
project of subverting masculine hubris and hegemony. The two 
positionalities when mutually reinforcing, can, I believe, chart a potent 
course towards an ecologised masculinities theory that is socially savvy and 
environmentally sensitive by combining both critical analyses and embodied 
awakenings of the ecologised masculine self.  
 
The men’s rights movement (also known as the father’s rights movement) 
does not share in the potential of this combined intellectual and embodied 
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approach to awaken the mature masculine. And it is this positionality that I 
discuss next. 
 
Men’s Rights Masculinities 
Men’s domestic, legal and political advocacy is contested ground. In the 
case of separation and divorce proceedings, men identifying with this 
positionality can espouse a considerable sense of entitlement to be treated 
‘fairly’, even if this perception of fairness is skewed by their internalised 
superiority and the heavy burdens of men’s oppression bearing down upon 
them. The positionality’s rhetoric is susceptible to transferring blame for the 
terrible feelings that may be impacting some men’s lives from self and 
systemic accountability to women, and those legal systems specifically 
designed to protect them from malestream domination. This is not to say 
that women are always innocent victims of men and malestream norms. As 
is the case with any relationship, women bring to the table their own issues 
as ingredients in the cocktails of relational breakdown. However, a 
profeminist critique of this positionality suggests that attempts to blame 
women for the terrible feelings that can be associated with relational 
breakdowns are in fact dramatised victimisations, which may include the 
sidestepping of accountability for sexists dynamics at the societal and 
familial levels, effectively occluding responsibility and accountability for 
care and caring of a spouse when love and affection between the pair has 
been withdrawn from either side (Pease 2002a: 38). The tension between 
feeling victimised while then also perpetrating gendered domination can not 
only leave a man in considerable confusion about his role in broken 
relational dynamics, but can also colour his perspectives on how to 
effectively resolve conflicts with a former spouse, whether he has gained the 
assistance of therapists, lawyers, doctors, friends, or has attempted to ‘go it 
alone’. The important aspect of this process is the will and ability to reach 
out and build support for one’s self in these moments of intensive despair, 
making men’s support groups, connections with friends and family, 
adequate time with children and a sound work-life balance that includes a 
healthy diet and regular exercise to be vital for a man’s health, wellbeing 
and recovery from his loss. 
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Men’s rights advocates suggest that the privileges of masculinity are a 
natural consequence of ‘historical legacy, religious fiat, biological destiny 
and moral legitimacy’ at a time in Western history when the power-base of 
hegemonic masculinities is thought to be under threat by the gains of 
feminism (Pease 2001: 27). Members of this positionality may be grouped 
into three broad categories:  
 
1. Those who believe that both women and men are oppressed by 
sexism—women by men and men by women;  
2. Those who view the world as a bastion of feminine privilege that 
needs to be actively resisted so that men can reclaim their rightful 
place in society and return to a sense of inner power; and  
3. Those who assert that patriarchy is inevitable and reflective of the 
‘natural order’ of society (Pease 2002a: 35).  
 
The common denominator is a belief that male domination is being eroded; 
that men are being treated unfairly by the political, commercial and legal 
systems that are in operation, and these symptoms have relegated men to the 
status of the ‘disposable’ gender.  
 
Men’s right’s proponents also champion the impacts of men as victims of 
domestic violence. In some of the most extreme cases of men’s defiance of 
women in legal proceedings, the men’s rights movement has promoted the 
view that ‘if women can be shown to be violent under certain 
circumstances, there is no basis to continue to campaign against men’s 
violence … nor to expect men to change unilaterally (Pease 2002a: 37-38). 
In other words, why make a big deal of men’s acts of domestic violence 
against women when there appears to be growing evidence that women are 
much more violent towards men at home than has been the popular 
perception. The growing body of research to investigate such claims is 
revealing, even if controversial (Flynn 1990, Cardin 1994, Headey et al. 
1999, Lewis and Sarantakos 2001, Sarantakos 2004, Cercone et al. 2005, 
Phelan et al. 2005, Family and Domestic Violence Unit 2006, Caetano et al. 
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2008, Reid et al. 2008, Tilbrook et al. 2010). Indeed, Flynn (1990: 194) 
noted that feminists have had ‘selective attention’ for men as victims of 
domestic violence.36  
 
The variations in individual cases of men’s victimisation expose the 
underlying pluralism of men’s motivations to advocate for their own rights. 
In doing so they can embellish their circumstances with considerable depths 
of care and caring for the health and wellbeing of themselves and their 
fellow men—albeit to the detriment of women and the goals of feminism. 
The fact remains that men want to care for their children, and in many cases, 
they can and will do so benevolently not for the sake of gaining control over 
parental, financial or relational issues, but rather as a reflection of the simple 
fact that their paternal instinct towards their children is alive and well, even 
if experiencing a deteriorated relationship with their spouse. Similarly, most 
men would naturally want to care and be caring towards their spouses, and 
may falter on this imperative when a relationship fails. But this may in fact 
be the consequence of systemic restrictions placed on men to be connected 
to broader social networks, to express their feelings, to develop 
communication skills, to resolve conflicts amicably, to resist the pull to 
violence, etc.  
 
The men’s right’s movement is therefore problematic. Its efforts are closely 
enmeshed with the reinforcement of malestream norms. The movement’s 
proponents are noted for bearing down on subversions to masculine hubris 
and hegemony with all the daring resistances that malestream masculinity 
has to offer, both privately and publicly. But the movement is also noted for 
its depth of care and caring towards men and masculine concerns that are 
worthy of praise. Men within this movement ought to be credited for their 
tenacity to lobby for the plight of men, raising the importance of systemic 
malestream restrictions that can impact many men’s lives in very real and 
immediate ways. Despite this apparent myopia that enables the hurts of 
sexism to continue, the men’s rights movement exemplifies considerable 
(at-times tenacious) levels of care and caring for men and the social 
conditions that impact them—they are one of the strongest legal advocates 
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for men, and can place considerable pressures on policy makers to ensure 
men’s services are established and maintained. This is demonstrated through 
the vocal acknowledgement that men can and want to be active and caring 
fathers, husbands and active members of society (Biddulph 2010: 144-145). 
From this perspective, the men’s rights positionality is an important subset 
of men’s studies for us to consider when reawakening men’s care and 
caring.  
 
Although I contest much of the political fallout attached to the ‘feminist 
blindness’ of the men’s rights movement, I do consider this positionality an 
important voice that calls forth the need to undertake men’s advocacy with a 
great amount of care and consideration when critically examining malestream 
norms. I add that with a depth of profeminist analysis to guard against the 
rehearsing of malestream norms, the men’s right’s movement could in fact 
become a vital addition in our step towards a deep green future that advocates 
for men’s rights as much as women’s. The transformation of this positionality 
could capitalise on the depth of care and caring for men that the men’s rights 
movement has so strongly achieved. This transformation could model caring 
masculinities that redirect the energies of the movement away from 
victimisation and future assaults on women and women’s rights, and help us 
step towards levels of men’s advocacy that are particularly politically and 
legally astute, drawing us ever closer to post-gendered realities, where all 
human beings along with all non-humans, are treated with dignity and respect. 
 
On a broader and more visible front, the men’s rights movement advocates 
the view that men are victims of contemporary society. This movement has 
its origins in the United States, and rose in opposition to the changes in 
family law as a consequence of divorce reform (Ashe 2007: 57). By the 
mid-1980s, the National Coalition of Free Men, Divorce Reform Busters, 
the men’s rights Association, the Lone Father’s Association, Coalition of 
American Divorce Reform Elements, and Men’s Equality Now (which grew 
into the Coalition of Free Men and men’s rights Incorporated), emerged as 
outspoken defenders of men’s rights post-divorce, and included in their 
agendas the construction of discourses that validated biological determinism 
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while challenging the political legitimacy of feminism.37 In Australia, 
similar men’s rights groups include the Australian chapter of the Lone 
Father’s Association, Men Exploring New Directional Strategies, Manhood 
Online, the men’s rights Agency, the Shared Parenting Council, and Dads 
Against Discrimination, to name a few (Flood 2005: 261; also see Flood 
2010). These groups might loosely be considered traditional ‘men’s 
liberationists’ who have taken it upon themselves to critically examine male 
identity from anti-feminist perspectives (Ashe 2007: 63). Warren Farrell 
(1974) and Herb Goldberg (1976) are two notable early proponents of this 
movement, sharing a common disdain for complaints about sexism, both 
suggesting that men are in fact heavily and unfairly pressured to conform to 
male socialisations in order to receive social sanction as ‘real men’; their 
violent hubris a natural response to the pressures placed upon them to 
measure up to society’s expectations of them as opposed to an implied 
maliciousness to oppress women. In other words, in the process of 
becoming deeply wounded by contemporary Western society, men have 
apparently become the ‘disposable sex’ (Farrell 1994). With the support of 
such views, the movement collectively campaigns to embolden the hubris 
and hegemony of malestream norms by ending ‘positive workplace 
discrimination’ that advantages women, demand men’s consultation on 
matters of contraception and abortion, and assume men’s rights to access to 
children in custody battles, all under the banner of a wholesale assault on 
feminism (Ashe 2007: 68).38 Largely denying the existence of masculine 
privilege, some proponents of the men’s rights movement have been overtly 
misogynistic (Clatterbaugh 1997: 11-12).  
 
Common amongst the various groups in the men’s rights movement is a 
critique of divorce/separation proceedings. They typically emphasise the 
‘crushing’ affects of child support, alimony and custody issues for many 
men (Pease 2002a: 34-39): 
 
The area in which men’s rights advocates perceive that men are being legally 
disadvantaged vis-à-vis women in family law, especially in relation to child custody 
after divorce. The fathers’ rights movement argues that the legal system 
discriminates against men in divorce and child custody proceedings (Pease 2002a: 
36).  
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The movement is characterised by a deep belief that men throughout 
Western societies are being systematically disadvantaged precisely because 
they are male. They are over worked, abused at home, cut off from their 
children, used to achieve financial stability and are generally thrown on the 
scrap heap when their efforts are no longer needed or their vitality fails.  
 
Responding to these examples of apparent victimisation, the men’s right’s 
movement has become particularly well versed at demanding an equal 
playing field over all manner of issues that might ordinarily swing against 
men in the legal proceedings of separation or divorce, or policy reform that 
may impact men’s lives in ways that some perceive as disadvantageous. The 
stigma attached to feeling misunderstood, disregarded, disrespected and 
downtrodden can challenge some men’s sense of being a valued contributor 
to society. This may result in some men feeling like a loser, a stooge, a 
sucker, a fool, a fall guy, a chump, a patsy or a sap who is taken advantage 
of by ‘the system’ at work, and women at home, leaving them with a 
perverse sense of embitterment towards the system, and women in particular 
(who they judge are the main beneficiaries of their apparent mistreatment). 
It is argued in some instances that behavioural issues afflicting men as a 
result of these negative feelings (such as drug and alcohol abuse, suicide 
attempts, outbursts of anger and violent rage, the use of sexual services, 
masturbation and becoming a ‘deadbeat’ dad etc.) are the result of the 
pressures of protecting and providing for a family gone wrong, and 
therefore ought not play significant roles in custody rulings during court 
proceedings (Pease 2002a: 36). Further to a keen interest in policy and legal 
deliberations that impact separation/divorce proceedings, the men’s right 
movement is also associated with advocacy for men as victims of domestic 
violence (Tilbrook et al. 2010).  
 
Men who subscribe to this positionality believe that a ‘reverse-sexism’ is at 
play in society which women are taking advantage of, and the legal system 
supports. This, they claim, is evidenced by fathers who are ‘deprived of 
their ‘rights’ and subjected to supposed systematic discrimination in the 
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courts, which has been instituted by women and feminism at the expense of 
men (Flood 2005). The movement typically downplays the impact of men’s 
compliance with malestream hegemonies on social and familial functioning 
by deferring masculine oppression to deep and early trauma as opposed to 
being perpetrated by adult men, at-times consciously and as a matter of 
choice (Pease 2000: 93). Proponents of men’s rights supports the notion that 
‘women are portrayed inappropriately as victims and men as perpetrators’, 
which, in profeminist critic Bob Pease’s view, spurred the movement to 
raise ‘concern and anger at the never ending biased and sexist reporting 
against men’ (Pease 2000: 94). Coupled with this is the prioritisation of 
men’s wellbeing, which reinforces a men’s bonding culture with the overt or 
covert intent to resist the gains of woman’s liberation. To blame men for 
sexism is viewed by this movement as ineffective, and has been met with 
the suggestion that ‘it is more important to understand why it is that men do 
what they do than to condemn them for their behaviour’, as doing so is not 
likely to yield much sympathy from those men being confronted and could 
be considered wasted effort (Clatterbaugh 1997: 62-66).  
 
Despite my criticisms of this positionality with men’s studies, I return again 
to my thesis statement in order to round my views. As I have attempted to 
demonstrate throughout this dissertation, men are born good and can 
innately care and extend caring towards all Others, I hold this to be true 
regardless of a man’s particular political affiliations. In the case of the 
men’s rights movement, the issue raised here is not the absence of care but 
rather its presence and how it is wielded. Certainly some men will not be 
able or willing to extend care and caring towards their communities, 
families, the Earth or themselves. However for the purposes of this 
dissertation, we are faced with the prospect that while men may indeed care, 
they can appropriate that care selectively and with considerable 
ramifications to those they are closest to. They may also confront 
considerable barriers to expressing their care and caring due to a general 
sense of internalised victimisation or traditional masculinities associated 
with malestream norms, which are largely of their own making.  
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Granted, there is a clear, legally enforced and stereotypical trend in regards 
to gender roles and childcare when assessing custody rulings. Women are 
given notable consideration in most cases of child custody disputes and this 
may be reflective of the trend that places women as the more active parent 
in children’s care than are men in many instances. The role of women as 
primary child carers is readily met by men’s roles as primary protector and 
providers. Consequently, the courts have tended to favour financial 
settlements where men will often pay and gain less access to children more, 
while women will maintain primary parental control over the children’s well 
being and be the recipient of the funds settled. Stereotypical gender roles 
can, therefore, be reinforced and operate inside of a presumption that 
primary care for children is best to be allocated to women. Reflecting this 
view, a men’s rights backlash against women and systems of legal 
mediation between the genders has gained momentum, with the particular 
aims of claiming more equitable access to children and/or a lighter levels of 
fiscal responsibility in the settlement of separation or divorce cases in 
favour of men. 
 
The contention around men’s domestic legal and financial rights continues 
to be debated. The underlying issues of relevance here are the motivators 
that drive the will to fight for men’s rights. There is a broad array of reasons 
that a man might find himself aligned with this positionality within men’s 
studies. He may, for example, want more access than a disgruntled wife is 
willing to give him to their children; he may also be seeking a lighter 
amount of alimony or child-support to salves the bitterness and the drain on 
his income associated with a relationship turned sour stings. Other men may 
claim that their spouse ought to be held accountable for acts of family 
violence, sexual aggressiveness, domination and the like, or may seek 
sympathy for having been spurned, cheated on, lied to, manipulated, or used 
for their spouses financial gain, despite, perhaps precisely because the 
relationship has ended. While women are not guilt-free in such 
circumstances, and will readily defer to, for example, manipulation, the 
withdrawing of affection, lies, and abandonment as powerful bulwarks 
against men in divorce proceedings, the issue of particular interest here is 
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the way that men respond when left. Women in emotionally stressful 
situations will readily call on a girlfriend to be listened to as they work out 
how they might respond. Men, on the other hand, will typically withdraw 
and fortify themselves for the fight ahead, which they will, unless pried 
wide-open by the trauma of their loss while then also embracing the 
opportunity to grieve and heal, find themselves in severely emotionally 
impoverished situations within. Relationships end for many different 
reasons and in many different ways. Men, who seek to blame ‘domineering’ 
women for their discontents, may in fact be attempting to put women in 
their ‘rightful place’ in a sexist society in order to let themselves ‘off the 
hook’. This is not an approach to men, masculinities and the care and caring 
for Nature that I advocate here.  
 
There are some empathetic views about men’s victimisation to consider as 
well, as these instances of familial breakdown and domestic violence are 
never one-sided. For various writers whose work addresses the plight of 
men, it is important to bear in mind that men are socialised to function as if 
in a deep sleep. They commonly move through life as ‘the walking 
wounded’, lacking emotional literacy, and will, as a consequence, 
commonly live lives of loneliness, compulsive addictions and competition 
to such great degrees that they can find themselves facing the symptoms of 
post-traumatic stress—all of which can be brought to bear (and arguably 
ought to be factored in) during legal proceedings when family breakdowns 
occur (Steiner 1986, Farmer 1991, Middleton 1992, Pasick 1992, Lisak 
1993, Biddulph 1994, Biddulph 2010). These are legitimate claims—failed 
relationships can cause immeasurable distresses on men, resulting in a 
supposed ‘divorce psychosis’ that can cost men their health and wellbeing 
enormously, and even their lives (Men’s Rights Online 2009, 
WomansDivorce.com 2010, Green 2011). These circumstances are not to be 
underestimated as some of the prime consequences of socialisation 
differences between the genders; women faring far better than men on the 
whole, in the wake of separations and divorces precisely because their social 
support networks are often more extensive.  
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Unfortunately and these concessions aside, the care and caring that pervades 
the men’s rights movement tends to be guided by a trend towards the 
reification of malestream norms. In a bid to raise men’s lot as they grapple 
with the terrible feelings of relational breakdowns, or the humiliation 
associated with being dominated by a woman at home, men’s rights 
proponents aim to preserve masculine hubris and hegemony. This retreating 
into the traditional bastion of the modern Western malestream comes at a 
terrible cost to men as well as women and children. As I have attempted to 
demonstrate, care and caring are essential virtues of men’s studies; raising 
the alarm about health and wellbeing from this place of deep care caring for 
men is an important contribution to our understanding of modern Western 
men and masculinities.39 Obviously, the disconnections between men and 
women during divorce proceedings are complex and varied, and both parties 
ought to be held accountable throughout the separation procedure, ideally 
reaching resolution through mediation or direct negotiations, and deferring 
to legal intervention only when agreements cannot be reached or relations 
have severely deteriorated. The task ahead, in my estimation, is to find ways 
to advocate for the ending of men’s oppression rather than advocating for 
‘men’s rights’ as they are formulated by this positionality. In this way, the 
systemic pressures placed upon men can be confronted and subverted with 
men’s liberation, rather than having men’s discontents projected further still 
on women.  
 
I now turn my attention to the role of Christian masculinities theorists in 
supporting men to care and be caring. 
 
Christian Masculinities 
I begin a discussion about Christian masculinities by noting that this 
positionality is characterised by ethics of stewardship, replete with their 
favourable social and environmental consequences.40 I also note that 
Christian stewardship is contested within the ecophilosophical discourse as 
being fundamentally anthropocentric and therefore ecophilosophically 
shallow in its various implications.41 I agree with these scrutinising 
analyses. Nevertheless, the discourse on stewardship is vast and has a wide 
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appeal to Christian adherents (Roach 2003: 18). Indeed, the imperative to 
subdue and exploit the Earth has been met by the lesser-referenced Godly 
act of placing man [sic.] in the Garden of Eden to ‘cultivate and care for it’ 
(Genesis 1:28 juxtaposed against Genesis 2:15). The views of 
ecotheologians and proponents of this call to stewardship do serve an 
important role in the name of Christian fiat. They contribute to our 
understanding of our place within the myriad living systems upon which we 
depend (even if through hegemonic perceptions of existence from God to 
man/woman, to animal, to plant etc.). Despite its limitations, stewardship is 
a practice of caring for the Earth, which encourages us to commune with the 
myriad living things with which we share our lives. Consequently, the eco-
theological discourse is deserving of our consideration, and I believe that we 
cannot impose a dismissive view upon stewards or for that matter 
Christianity as problematic in their entirety. This can be compared with the 
fundamentalism of Christian dogma whose caring stipulations fall within 
narrow parameters reflective of literal interpretations of the Bible resulting 
in the further hegemonisation of human societies and the human 
relationships with Nature. Given these different views of Christianity, 
locating the Christian masculinities positionality to the far right of a 
political spectrum most accurately represents the political implications of 
the latter expressions of Christianity, and not all Christians. Here, I give 
preliminary consideration to both views of Christianity in the context of 
men, masculinities and Nature. 
 
I acknowledge that Christian teachings can be considered problematic in the 
context of social and environmental justice. Intensive critiques levelled at 
Christians (and Christian men in particular), have positioned them as 
modernity’s prime antagonists in the drama of Western social, economic, 
political and environmental evolution (White 1967, Merchant 1980, Gray 
1982, Bullough 1994, Stearns 2001). In holding Christianity accountable for 
the social and environmental consequences of the modern Western tradition, 
Lynn White Jr. (1967) emphasised the anti-ecological implications of an 
incorporeal existence. When viewed in context of Western history, the 
natural theology of Christianity was, for White, the product of 
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transcendence and mastery over Nature (White 1967: 1206). Greta Gaard’s 
(1997) Towards a Queer Ecofeminism offered a useful synopsis of the terror 
rained down upon women, homosexuals, pagans and the like in a bid to 
install a ‘holy order’ upon the world, with Christian men at its pinnacle; 
second only to God. I agree that the Christian tradition has promoted an 
incorporeal ontology in the West and the consequences have indeed been 
severe for many of the world’s poor, non-white, female (and feminised) and 
non-human Others. However, there are more affirming views of Christianity 
to also consider that might be broadly labelled ‘ecotheology’. An accurate 
analysis of this positionality requires some teasing apart of these details.42 
 
Lewis Moncrief (1970) noted that critical views of Christian social and 
environmental justice can tar all Christians with the same brush. With this in 
mind, I note that the deeper causes of the struggles with society and 
environment are gendered more so than religious. As a consequence, I do 
not problematise all Christians identically, nor do I blame an entire 
dichotomous religion and its many sects for the social and environmental 
problems we now face. I consider our problems more complex, as I do our 
religions. Consequently, I raise a second caveat that Christian masculinities 
theorists dwell in the conflicted ontological terrain between the use of 
Nature and the celebration of God’s creations. Christian men have indeed 
contributed to the intensification of malestream norms, but they have also 
fostered intensive degrees of care and caring for other men, women, the 
Earth and themselves. In this final section of Chapter 2, I address the link 
between the social and environmental problems associated with 
masculinities and Nature in the context of these two opposing perspectives 
of Christianity. 
 
A long tradition of more inclusive consciousness-raising amongst Christian 
adherents also persists and has direct links to the pagan Earth-based 
traditions that they subsumed. Support for social and environmental justice 
issues has, in many instances, been drawn directly from Biblical instruction 
to dedicate one’s self to a life of service to humans and non-humans alike.43 
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In fact, the Christian faith has been shaped by the doctrine of the ‘common 
good’ for most of its history (Hart 2006: 67-71).44 
 
We are a point in human (and ecological) history where finding 
commonalities between discourses appears to be not only more productive, 
but essential, if we are to forge a deep green future. The tenets held within 
the vast and varied body of Christian inspired theologies warrants our 
discernment. My hope is that by critically engaging rather than severing ties 
with the various Christian notions of Earth care, ecophilosophers like 
myself will be better able to create opportunities to deepen and widen the 
edges of religious transformations away from anthropocentrism and towards 
a truly biocentric unity that is life-preserving rather than life-destroying. For 
this to happen, the discourse on Christian ecoliteracy must be given equal 
consideration to those perspectives within the faith that advocate for power 
relations of men over women, as well as humanity over Nature. The task 
ahead for the environmental movement is—I believe—to support the 
cultivation of Christian ecotheologies in the direction of shifting policies 
and praxes towards a future where all life on Earth is revered intrinsically. It 
is my view that the prime resistances to this transformation within 
Christianity can be located in the Christian masculinities positionality 
within the broader discourse on men. Consequently, the issue I turn my 
attention to now, which is of particular relevance to this dissertation, is the 
role that certain factions of the Christian play in shaping men’s studies. I 
also examine how these factions vocally instruct some Christian men to care 
for the Earth, each other, women and themselves in ways that can be 
considered far right wing relative to the broader spectrum of the Western 
political terrain. 
 
As I have attested above, there is a pervading sense of deep care and caring 
for loved ones and the self, which claims pride of place amongst many 
Christians. However, the Christian faith was built on the presumption that 
life is a dualised battle between Archangel Michael and Lucifer, purity and 
the fall from grace in the Garden of Eden, human flourishing pitted against 
the wilds of Nature, good and evil as well as right and wrong, the light and 
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the dark, the saved and the sinner, etc. Throughout the history of modernity, 
countless wars have been fought in the name of these Christian ideals 
(notably the Crusades). These formative foundations of Christianity have 
particularly moulded men and masculine ideals in the direction of the 
warrior hero, who has been charged with the task of defeating the devil and 
the powers of darkness by taking up the ‘whole armour of God’ (Kraus ed. 
2007: Ephes. 6: 11-3 New Revised Standard Version; also see the saga of 
Beowulf c.800 AD in Tolkien 1936, Kennedy 1940, Ker 1958, Donaldson 
1966, Nicholson 1971, Lees 1994, Mitchell 1998, Synnott 2009; and the 
chivalrous virtues of the knight as an idealised warrior masculinity in Stone 
1974, Keen 1984, van Duren 1995, Keen 1996, Dressler 1999, Kaeupser 
1999, Lewis 1999, Lull 2001, Nicholson 2001, Frantzen 2004, Kipnis 2004, 
Malory 2004, Panginda 2009, Jacques 2010). These formative foundations 
of modern Western masculinity have expressly shaped some contemporary 
Christian men’s movements, especially the fundamentalist Christian men’s 
movement. Consequently, the remainder of my commentary is levelled at a 
particular faction of the Christian discourse that dramatises this formative 
approach to Christian manliness, which is broadly labelled within 
neoconservative Christian traditions as ‘men’s ministry’ and has 
considerable overlapping parameters to the masculine warrior-hero that has 
shaped Western masculine society for millennia.  
 
A fundamentalist men’s ministry encourages Christian men to view 
themselves as heirs to the resurrection of evangelical Christian ideals in an 
age of increasing secularisation—a reawakening of masculine chivalry from 
the Western European past. Evangelists can be taken to be synonymous with 
Christian fundamentalists.45 They can also stand as the centrists between 
moderate/liberal Christians and fundamentalism particularly in the United 
States. For the purposes of this dissertation, I use the terms ‘evangelical’ 
and ‘fundamentalist’ interchangeably. Billy Graham—later joined by Jerry 
Falwell, Pat Robertson and James Dobson—made the movement 
particularly visible over the last thirty years, especially in relation to the 
struggles encountered by men (Balmer 2010). A vocal element of the 
Christian men’s movement grew from these evangelical sources, unifying 
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men of conservative persuasions into fraternities that considered them to be 
the primary social agents of God’s will on Earth, their positions of primacy 
in their families and communities not only expected but preordained. These 
Christian men are encouraged to emphasise their roles as servants of God 
and exemplars of Godliness as they embrace their ‘rightful place’ as 
spiritual leaders of their families, and in society (Christian SEO 2009). A 
reawakening of social, cultural and political masculine traditionalism has 
reified stereotypical gender roles that encourage our exploitative use of 
Nature’s resources. The result has been that many men adhering to a 
Christian men’s ministry have conformed to gendered engagement with 
other humans at home and in the community, contributed considerable 
resources to their respective faiths, employed emotionally populist rhetoric 
(much of which draws on fear of loss of control), and posited the belief that 
secularised contemporary men have failed to resist the temptation of sin, 
and ought to, through ministry, reclaim their rightful place as fathers, 
husbands and leaders in their families, in society and over the Earth. Such 
proponents believe that many men have failed to achieve ‘true manhood’ 
because they have lost their faith and therefore their relationship with the 
one true Christian God (Clatterbaugh 1997: 14).  
 
The principal aim of this particular interpretation of an evangelised men’s 
ministry is to change the world by ‘saving’ men. The details of this 
suggested change are guided by evangelical interpretations of the Bible, 
which prioritise spreading of the ‘good news’ of the Gospel far and wide. 
To evangelise men is to encourage literal interpretations of Christian 
dogma, especially in reference to the forms of manhood and masculinity 
that they assume in the modern Western context both privately and publicly. 
This kind of men’s ministry has raised vocal support for Christian manliness 
as a path to reach Godliness. It is revivalist in the traditional malestream 
sense, calling forth action, effectiveness, power and focus in support of a 
men’s movement that assumes responsibility for creating the Kingdom of 
God on Earth for all peoples championed by Christian men, but also 
charged with the reawakening of these ideals in as many men who will heed 
the call (CNM Worldwide 2009). Central to this resurgent tradition is an 
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emphasis on malestream masculine familial and societal roles that reclaim 
authority, in some instances directly responding to the gains of feminism. 
Christian organisations that purport this men’s ministry rely on ‘revival 
discipleship’ to forge a religiously guided masculine identity that is 
sanctioned by God.46 It is this particular rendition of the Christian men’s 
movement that I locate at the far right of the political scale illustrated in 
Figure 2.1.  
 
The virtues emphasised by evangelised Christian men are staunchly 
heteronormative. The movement’s rallies, groups, events and services are 
characterised by considerable masculine hubris and the support of men’s 
authority at the pinnacle of hegemonised malestream social arrangements. 
Through the support created for men, the intention is to shift them from 
‘immaturity’ to ‘maturity’–actively engaging in religiosity as the most 
virtuous and ‘manly’ path forward for a man dedicated to being of service to 
his family and community. In the evangelical sense, being a Christian man 
is accompanied by a caring mandate from God. However, that caring is 
based in a malestream ontology.47  
 
This evangelical men’s ministry supports Christian men to become virtuous 
in the eyes of God. They are charged with acquiring the qualities of 
selflessness, compassion, love, kindness, temperance, gentleness, patience, 
honesty, faith, wisdom, and closeness with one’s brothers. This religiously 
inspired suite of virtues is intended to guide adherents to evangelical faiths 
to spread God’s word at home and in the wide world. However, the specific 
interpretations of each of these virtues do vary, since, as I have 
demonstrated above, history attests to the many different ways that 
Christian dogma has been interpreted both positively and negatively.  
 
With this diversity of interpretations in mind, the fundamentalist Christian 
men’s movement reinforces gendered stereotypes about the roles of men 
and women at home and in society. The recovery of Christian 
interpretations of the ‘true’ essence of masculinity is manufactured in the 
image of being God’s warrior-hero on Earth, who lives a life of integrity 
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and fortitude against the infection of mortal sin. Notably throughout the 
Christian men’s movement there is a strong emphasis on recovery from 
sexual impropriety (particularly the use of pornography), which is 
positioned as a sin against God, a man’s wife, and women generally. While 
the rhetoric of sin in this context can be awash with guilt and shame for 
succumbing to ‘temptations of the flesh’, and I support the recovery from 
addictions to pornography, the underlying intent of this imperative is to 
liberate men from a readily accessible foible that undermines the strength 
and security of his faith and his family. The rhetoric does not, however, 
emphasise an end to pornography on account of it being demeaning to 
women; this is frequently overlooked.  
 
Of central importance to the rendition of care and caring supported by 
Christian masculinities theorists is the camaraderie that forms in this 
community of men, and more importantly, between an individual man and 
his God. This men’s ‘discipleship’ can be taken as support for the continued 
domination of men throughout Western societies, as the sentiment is 
accompanied with a belief that men are in a unique position in family and 
community life and can best serve God by assuming leadership in both 
realms. The perspective promoted by fundamentalist men’s ministry is one 
of gendered essentialism, where biology and Christian faith ‘entitle’ a man 
to primacy as opposed to a dynamic and equitable engagement with other 
humans at home and in society. The challenge for these Christian men 
therefore lies in authentic expressions of care and caring for the self and 
Others (human and other-than-human alike) beyond dogmatic 
interpretations and strict obedience to the word of a masculinised God. This 
version of care and caring, when combined with Christian values and men’s 
concerns, can lead men far away from the path of social or environmental 
justice, and towards the amplification of a political agenda that is disguised 
as religious fiat; that being the evangelisation of the broader community 
from policy makers to corporate executives, fathers, workers, brothers and 
friends.  
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Like other men throughout men’s studies, Christian men care and extend 
caring towards each other, their families, their communities and the Earth. 
But they do so in particularly tightly controlled ways, defined by their 
specific interpretations of the Bible and the nuances of their particular 
faiths. In this positionality, there is however an absence of intrinsic care for 
the Other, simply because they exist. Further, the stewardship encouraged 
by Christian dogma is anthropocentric and in this sense offers limited 
support for the construction of a deep green future. Although Christian men 
can and do care, the ways they manifest their caring can be restricted to the 
imperatives that reinforces men’s affiliations with malestream norms, rather 
than subverting them. In the context of an ecologised masculinities theory, I 
consider the dogmatisation of an evangelised Christian life to be one of the 
most visible and strongly essentialised representations of the Christian 
men’s movement. For this reason, I locate fundamentalist  (but not 
necessarily all) Christian men’s movements on the right wing of men’s 
studies. 
 
 
The Masculinities Terrain: An Overview 
An understanding of men’s contradictory experiences of power enables 
us, when possible, to reach out to men with compassion, even as we are 
highly critical of particular actions and beliefs and challenge the 
dominant forms of masculinity ... 
(Kaufman 1994: 143) 
 
In this chapter, I have surveyed the broad political spectrum of men’s 
studies. Like feminism, men’s studies are comprised of various discrete but 
mutually inclusive positionalities. My review revealed that, with some 
exceptions, masculinities positionalities from socialists through to 
profeminist subvert or avoid masculine essentialism in both theory and 
praxes. However, the men’s rights and fundamentalist Christian 
positionalities were noted for their essentialist approaches to masculinities, 
which include more visible support for hubristic and hegemonic masculine 
domination than is evident in the other masculinities positionalities 
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explored. This does not mean that malestream norms are devoid in other 
masculinities positionalities but that hubris and hegemony takes different 
and often less visible forms. Juxtaposed against this is the unifying presence 
of care and caring. I have demonstrated that each positionality within men’s 
studies support men who identify with their respective politics and praxes 
that demonstrate great care for other men, their communities and 
themselves. And they do so in distinct ways. This commonality supports the 
humanistic contention that all men are born good and have an infinite 
capacity to care and be caring; it appears that differing politics do not negate 
this fact. In addition to the ideological and/or practical complications I 
perceived in each positionality, I have concluded from this research that 
men’s studies is enriched by the pluralism demonstrated here—there are 
many different ways of being a man and expressing one’s masculinities in 
the modern West. While it would be easy to presume that a deep green 
future can only be consistent with a radical and leftist leaning masculinities 
politics, I am suggesting that the broader spectrum of the masculinities 
terrain can be enrolled in this project precisely because, as I argue, all men, 
even the most conservative of masculine constituencies, possess an infinite 
capacity to care and be caring.  
 
However, we cannot rest on our laurels in discovering the presence of care 
and caring across the full spectrum of positionalities within men’s studies. I 
believe that unless men of all political persuasions proactively work to end 
the negative impacts of Western malestream norms on women, Nature and 
marginalised men, then our chances of forging a deep green future are slim. 
In order to bring this about, we must now continue with the argument in 
support for a relational emphasis in men and masculine identities. A tried 
and proven way to achieve this is through the ecologisation process in order 
to bring that care and caring to the fore. There are powerful ways of 
achieving this ecologisation that are both practical and conceptual. They 
have been championed in two separate but related discourses, namely: 
sustainability and ecophilosophy; both of which I turn to next. 
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The task ahead is to adapt their respective views on humanity and Nature 
bringing men’s concerns to the process of ecologisation in both tangible and 
theoretical interpretations of deep green future. Consequently, Chapter 3 
provides a closer examination of their respective contributions to 
ecologisation as important steps towards ecological masculinism.  
 
 
                                                
 
1 The terms ‘ecoman’, ‘ecomen’, ‘ecologised man’, ‘ecologised men’, and ‘ecologised 
maleness’ collectively represent men who live under the auspices of Western socio-
economic conditions who are prioritising relational exchanges between all Others and 
themselves. These ecomen are proactively engaged in cultivating care and caring towards 
all Others and the self in a plurality of ways. 
 
2 Michael Kimmel and Michael Messner (1989) similarly identified four major divisions 
within men’s studies: anti-feminist, men’s rights, mythopoetical, and profeminist, with 
Messner (1997) later suggesting eight divisions: promise keepers, mythopoetical, men’s 
liberation, men’s rights, radical feminist men, socialist feminist men, radicalised 
masculinity politics, and gay male liberation. Clatterbaugh’s categories are particularly 
useful in defining the contemporary masculinities terrain, and are taken here to be 
foundational in clarifying the diversity contained within.  
 
3 I recognise that socialism has lost considerable potency in this era of globalised 
capitalism. However, like David Tacey (1997: 108-109), I do acknowledge that socialism 
has had some bearing on men’s studies by exposing the impact of industrial pressures have 
had on men’s lives in the wake of a corporate profit motif  (also see Schumacher 1973: 218, 
Hearn 1992: 35).  
 
4 The environmental implications for industrialisation in Eastern Europe, the Caucuses and 
Central Asia had a well-patterned history of systematic devastation under the auspices of 
socialised economic development (Cherp and Mnatsakanian 2008). Given the common 
denominator of a pervasive hegemonic maleness in both systems of governance, taking 
steps towards a sustainable future requires a deeper concern for both social and 
environmental issues, where a gender critical perspective is located more centrally than 
either socio-political systems have thus-far been willing or able to muster. Since WWII, 
socialist masculine norms have influenced a considerable quotient of men and masculine 
identities throughout the world. However, they have not facilitated the general embodiment 
of socially conscious and ecologically sensitive masculine personas who prioritise care and 
caring for all Others, when compared to the capitalist masculine alternatives that dominate 
the West.  
 
In fact, while societal care and caring permeates socialist rhetoric, the environmental 
impacts of Soviet industrialisation (as an obvious example) was nothing less than an 
ecological catastrophe in many instances (Komarov 1978: 30, Bowers 1993: 134). Added 
to this is the fact that both socio-economic systems left the world on the brink of nuclear 
annihilation for the best part of 50 years, threatening the very living systems of the Earth 
with devastation beyond imagination. In the race for global primacy, the Earth was little 
more than a resource deposit awaiting the victor’s harvesting if only they could extract, 
process and build sufficient social integrity to be able to drown the other out or wipe them 
off the face the Earth with a formidable arsenal of intercontinental ballistic missiles. 
 
5 The acronym GBLT is also used in this context to represent gays, lesbians, bisexuals and 
transgendered all of whom can claim queer identity, as can someone who is actively 
‘straight’. 
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6 Also see Whitehead 2002: 75-76. Queer theory addresses negotiations of closeness for 
sadomasochist, transsexuals, bisexuals, and heterosexuals as well as those of gays and 
lesbians. The term ‘queer’ may also be used by younger gays and lesbians to distance 
themselves from older members of their communities who they judge as functioning in 
traditional gendered roles (Pease 2002: 126-127). The sado-masochistic (S/M) aspect of 
queer theory harbours some telling insights about these alternative pathways to closeness 
between men, women and transgendered individuals.  
 
By ‘[e]quating masculinity with oppression, and penetrative sexuality with rape’ gay S/M 
may well serve as a salve to ‘castration anxiety’ and the desire to master the inner feminine 
within the masculinised self (Savaran 1998: 217, 220, 229). Lesbian S/M stakes a claim at 
controlling the phallus in the prerogative sense by ‘miming’ or imitating masculinity to 
rehearse privilege, power and control through sexual domination. These mechanisms of 
domination can encourage a masculine hubris between individuals who are not or do not 
identify as male since: 
 
S/M lesbians argue that there is no way outside the heterosexual matrix, but also that 
there is no way outside violent (and deeply oppressive) binary oppositions that 
structure subjectivity and culture: masculine/feminine, active/passive, top/bottom, 
and “having”/”being” the phallus (Saran 1998: 230-231). 
 
Such statements assume that the connection between phallo-centric sex and power will 
never be broken, giving marginalised men, women and transgendered individuals access to 
socially sanctioned empowerment in their relational exchanges through literal or imitative 
masculine hubris and hegemony. These kinds of negotiations between individuals ‘spreads 
the love around’ so to speak by giving individuals control over other humans in ways that 
might not traditionally unfold in wide-world life, but does so in ways that fail to subvert 
domination as the vehicle for empowerment. Some queer theorists harbour a nostalgic view 
of S/M as a way for ‘soft men’ to gain a deeper knowing of themselves and their own 
authentic power (Thompson ed. 2004: 157-168, 210-220). 
 
7 Queer theory delves deeply into the ideological notion of a post-gendered caring ontology 
where the categories of man, male and masculinity (and all the hegemonic accoutrements 
associated with these terms) dissolve in the wake of the human being as his/her fully 
relatable self. According to Seidman (1996: 13-14), despite its promises of a freer society, 
the discourse on queer theory remains marginal, radical, and is viewed with suspicion by 
most. Queer theory’s contributions to our understanding of the ways that human beings 
relate to each other can shape the ways we care and are caring towards each other by 
satiating desire and sharing in the spoils of post-gendered social engagements. 
 
8 Western malestreams create expectations that effeminised (esp. gay) men along with 
women are more identified with the visceral and erotic aspects of ‘wild’ nature, while 
traditional expressions of maleness are more closely aligned with culture (Ortner 1974, 
Griffin 1978, Eisenstein 1983). Such statements highlight the distinguishing features of 
both sexes and gender identities.  
 
9 Connell (2002: 96) shares a similar view that gayness offers a reciprocal sexuality where 
‘partners are both insertive and receptive, and thus both are members of the same sexual 
category’. 
 
10 Formaini (1990: 23, 98, 70-71) notes that bisexual and homosexual relationships between 
men tend to emphasise the ‘consummation of love’ less than is the case in heterosexual 
relationships. Men of all sexual orientations are broadly viewed as sexual opportunists and 
expected to construct encounters that are intrinsically less permanent when engaging 
sexually with other men precisely because these encounters permit physical gratification 
without the need to ‘open one’s self up’ to the emotional terrain that often accompanies sex 
with women. 
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11 Gay communities in most Western nations are well know for their endearing preventative 
and palliative measures that have drawn on the astute political and deeply personal aspects 
of caring for ailing loved ones afflicted with HIV/AIDS. The issue has become a topic of 
great significance at the level of United States domestic and foreign policies, President 
Obama notably calling for US law makers to ‘ensure every HIV-Positive American gets the 
care they need’ (Colvin and Fax 2010); while also factoring the diseases’ impact on 
recipients of US Foreign Aid dollars when determining that nation’s foreign policy in some 
regions of the world (The White House 2010). While no longer the ‘gay disease’, the fact 
remains that while women are more vulnerable to HIV/AIDS infection than are men, the 
disease afflicts more men than women and has been framed not only as a problem of 
epidemic proportions, but also one that calls for law makers to extend great care and caring 
towards its sufferers, especially men (which, I add they have met in most Western nations 
with tepid responses on the whole since the epidemic erupted in the early 1980’s). The 
HIV/AIDS epidemic has been a visible source of much debate about the validity of gay 
men and homosexual intimacy—as if the disease were symbolic of gayness insidiously  
‘seeping’ into the malestream.  
 
12 Freud (1961[1905]) assumed that all human beings are born amorphous with unformed 
sexualities, making us effectively polymorphously perverse, a thesis that lends considerable 
assistance to explanations of growing into a gay sexual experience. 
 
13 The National Organization for Men against Sexism (NOMAS) and the White Ribbon 
Campaign are two notable US examples of profeminist national organisations, as is the 
Achilles Heal Collective in the UK and Men Against Sexual Assault  (MASA) in Australia. 
 
14 Recognising that men sustain their power in relationship to women, feminism has 
examined the construction of relationships of equality between women and men as a means 
of transitioning beyond relationships of subordination, and some men have taken up the 
challenge of examining men’s bodies, lives, texts and politics through this lens (May et al. 
1992).  
 
15 While men typically gauge their self-worth through their ‘economic situation’ (esp. class 
and employment), their attention to matters of the heart often pale in comparison, leaving 
men’s emotional vocabulary tentative, and frequently dependent upon external approval for 
validation (Hearn and Collinson 1994: 99). 
 
16 Pease (2001: 194) agreed with Connell (1997: 29) that Australian masculinities theorists 
have played a lead role in international references to men’s studies because the debate with 
that nation has followed a similar trajectory to other English speaking countries.  
 
17 As a ardent profeminist, advocating for gender equality in my men’s groups, in my 
academic pursuits, my volunteerism, at my places of employment and in my relationships 
with family, friends and intimate partners, I know only too well the impact of taking such a 
stand. Not only do non-feminists often repel feminism, there appears to be a particular 
aversion to feminist advocacy when adopted by a man. This previously mentioned 
‘reprimand for gender vertigo’ can occur through the loss of employment opportunities, the 
retraction of support from some friends and family members, and the rejection of intimate 
closeness even by some women lovers has been more than noticeable through my own 
lived experiences as a masculinities theorist sympathetic to profeminism. 
 
18 The US-based National Organisation of Men Against Sexism (NOMAS) is one such 
leading example. The organisation has become a vocal proponent of a profeminist 
masculinities agenda by guiding internal and external policy advocacy to help bring about a 
post-malestream world (Klocke 2008). 
 
19 Although Connell has not formally identified as a profeminist, masculinities theorist, her 
contributions to men’s studies have been extensive (Ashe 2007: 7). 
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20 Notably, ‘whiteness’ and ‘blackness’ are socially constructed categories that reflect 
cultural, political, sexual, and ethnic distinctions. Western white racism concocts images of 
men of colour as the ‘alien Other, as undesirable residents in the green fields and shires of 
imaginary community’, positioning black men as threats to white ‘manliness’ resulting in 
their marginalisation from white society in the most unabashed of legal and social ways 
(Marriott 1996: 189, Dobratz and Shanks-Meile 2000). Racist overtones from within white 
malestream culture bolster suggestions that black men are an ‘eyesore’, ‘out-of-place’, 
‘unwelcomed’ and ‘inferior’. Such notions are facets of white supremacy designed to 
reverse the cultural threat that black men represent, which black masculinities theorist 
rightly contest (Marriott 1996: 189-190).  
 
21 Indigenous masculinities is not specifically addressed as a positionality unto itself, but is 
worthy of acknowledgement, addressing similar issues as those ascribed to black 
masculinities theorists in reference to empowerment through the dismantling of racism. See 
Flood (1995) in reference to acknowledging a plurality of masculinities, one being 
indigenous masculinities, which can teach us much about non-Western masculine identity 
while also cautioning us against the trap of cultural imperialism that can be prevalent in 
some men’s movement caucuses, particularly in the mythopoetic men’s movement. 
 
22 The public exposé of NBL player Magic Johnson’s HIV/AIDS diagnosis was, by his own 
admission, the direct consequence of  ‘accommodating’ as many women as he could 
through unprotected sex, no doubt many of who were white (Weiner 1995: 88). 
 
23 Sallie Westwood (1990) attempted to explain why black men are pathologised, 
stereotyped, and struggle to adopt malestream ‘masculine (white) roles’ (Westwood 1990: 
62). Her analyses suggested that black male socialisation and family structuring placed 
expectations upon black men that set them up to exaggerate personal or group visibility and 
to down-play intellectual functioning (Westwood 1990: 58). The capitalising of black 
‘street’ culture and various multimedia representations of black men through sport, crime, 
and sexual fantasy, are some of the main ways that this marginalisation and demonisation 
occurs, leaving black men to create sub-cultures that in many instances are intensely 
competitive (even violent) towards each other, facilitating further oppressive circumstances 
through black-on-black internalised racism. Bonded groups of black men in the music 
industry, gangs and sports teams are three obvious bastions for them to seek respite and to 
assume care for each other’s wellbeing under the distressed circumstances of societal 
oppression imposed upon them by the dominant white malestream. In some instances, the 
pursuit of empowerment can have particularly damaging overtones, transforming 
internalised senses of powerless into amplified machismo as compensatory measures to 
raise a black man’s sense of self. This ‘exaggerated visibility’ reveals the various degrees 
of powerlessness that black men can feel in their daily lives as a consequence of 
malestream norms (Ransby and Matthews 1993: 57-58, Mac an Ghaill 1994: 198). For 
Stephen Whitehead (2002: 71-72), the acquisition of dignity and respect through aggression 
and violence, misogyny, and ‘coolness’ resulted in amplified isolation and reinforced 
racially stereotypical heterosexism for many black men  (Whitehead 2002: 71-72). Mac an 
Ghaill (1994: 187) noted that Afro-Caribbean men in the UK are stereotyped as being 
sexist towards women and aggressive towards men both within and outside their immediate 
social groups, which he observed was expressed through hypermasculine heterosexuality. It 
is not surprising that many black men’s lives have struggled to reach parity with those of 
white men in the Western malestream context. The pull towards exaggerated visibility in 
response to racist oppressions imposed upon black men reinforces ‘radicalized heterosexual 
images’ that can further alienate black men from their families through accentuated sexism 
and emotional distancing from the family duties (Whitehead 2002: 194).  
 
However, the healthiest of black men do not succumb to the allure of the Western 
malestream’s white supremacy. Instead, they pursue emotional wellbeing by learning to 
love themselves rather than seeking validation from dominant white culture through 
material means; they aspire to be responsible citizens who ‘seek to do their part in the 
world of work, to be economically self-sufficient, but they do not believe that money is the 
key to happiness. They adopt a rich spiritual life, which may or may not include organised 
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religion (hooks 2004b: 157). They cultivate a rich sense of being, rather than a materialised 
sense of doing and belonging.  They claim their full humanity as equals along side all other 
men. 
 
24 The richness of black male culture has been stolen by the malestream in order to fill the 
cultural blight of the white, Anglo-Saxon experience. This has meant that black men’s 
access to their full humanity is further complicated by the co-opting of black ‘street’ culture 
by dominant white society through music, fashion, language and social posturing in ways. 
Further, black masculinities can be pigeonholed as violent and hypersexualised and then 
can be used to exacerbate malestream norms through the commoditisation of the 
hypermasculinist traits that characterise blackness, even though these subcultural traits that 
have at least to some degree arisen due to the racist oppression imposed on black men by 
malestreamed white culture. Like gay men, black men find themselves on the front line of 
challenges to malestream norms, they dwell in the boundaries of a sexist, racist society, 
pressured to amplify their manliness so that they might gain some small measure of 
masculine validation in a system of hubris and hegemony that would otherwise—and 
indeed has attempted to in the past—remove them not just from definitions of manliness, 
but from their rightful status as human beings. The reinforcement of malestream hubris and 
hegemony in this instance holds currency not only for black men, but for white men who 
adopt black ‘street’ traits as well, further distancing men in general from each other, from 
women, and from themselves.  
 
25 That said I acknowledge that not all black men are poor or ghetto bound, and that 
perceptions that this is the case are based in Western white racist constructions about black 
men that fixate on ghetto culture as a place of fear, crime, and derision that is colonised for 
cultural enrichment of street culture in the broader malestream. These myopic views of 
black men and black culture not only undermine the integrity and richness of black 
communities, they also fail to acknowledge the potpourri of challenges and socio-cultural 
wonders that these communities possess just as is the case for any Western community. The 
stigma of ‘the black community’ problematises views about black men, since, like any 
other communities in the Western cultural landscape, issues of diversity, the blending of 
peoples and varieties of traditions present ought be considered and acknowledged equally. 
 
26 Indigenous men of colour are of course positioned in opposition to the general 
perspective on black men and Nature, being cast as the ‘noble savage’ whose lives have 
long been considered intimately steeped in the life processes of Nature. I resist the 
temptation to digress down this line of further inquiry not because I consider indigenous 
masculinities insignificant. On the contrary, the immense wisdom of millennia of Nature 
awareness, which indigenous men have to offer to modern Western men and masculinities 
ideologically, culturally and spiritually is deserving of a dissertation unto itself. As First 
Nation’s peoples, I see the investigation of their contributions to the intersection between 
Western maleness and Nature as pre-Western. It is for this reason that I veer from this 
inquiry for now, deferring the reader instead to three notable texts as starting points in a 
parallel and following study to the ecologised masculinities theory that I introduce here 
(Lawlor 1991, Neihardt 2008, Knudtson and Suzuki 2006). In this context, I honour the 
links between Western masculine ecologisation and the wisdom of contemporary 
indigenous masculinities as vital. I encourage and support future studies that might arise 
from this intersection, which I consider reach beyond the scope of this introductory work 
on ecological masculinism. 
 
27 Through embodied catharses in the company of their brothers, mythopoetic men are 
supported to recover from the early hurts that have repeatedly occurred in their lives. 
Central to this recovery process are the virtues of integrity and accountability that support a 
man to reclaim his self-respect, and earn and sustain the respect of Others. This is achieved 
through an intentional focus on healing the wounds of boyhood and the systematic hurts 
imposed upon men during their adult lives by reclaiming one’s life as a fully integrated 
man. Steven Farmer (1991) suggested that our early wounds reflect the trials and 
tribulations of men’s relationship with their parents, the need to separate from them both, 
along with the ways men are systematically separated from Nature, which he considers an 
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‘original wound’ that distanced us from ‘a more intimate and meaningful association with 
life’ (Farmer 1991: 20). Farmer noted men’s willingness to ‘open up’ with women and their 
general aversion to doing so with other men on account of homophobia, which he claimed, 
highlighted the need for a fellowship of men in order for men to develop an emotional 
vocabulary and awaken one’s ‘true manhood’ (Farmer 1991: 78-87).  
 
28 The mythopoetic men’s movement has adopted modern Western therapeutic technique of 
processing the past in order to integrate the four archetypes and reawaken the ‘Wild Man’. 
This integration is accompanied by the values of responsibility, accountability and 
community service in men’s present and future lives. Popular masculinities writer Steve 
Biddulph (1994, 2010) suggested that modern Western maleness is imbued with a 
problematic pretense that is in urgent need of recovery if men are to live wholesome lives. 
Men were, by Biddulph’s account, under-fathered and lacked appropriate initiations into 
manhood, making it impossible for them to care for self or Others appropriately, and this 
resulted in their becoming hardened to the ills of the world. In Biddulph’s view, recovering 
from this malaise of dysfunctions required seven vital steps: 
 
1. ‘Fixing it’ with your father 
2. Creating a sacred sexuality 
3. Meeting your partner as an equal 
4. Engaging actively with your children 
5. Developing close and authentic bonds with male friends 
6. Discovering ‘heart work’ 
7. Freeing the wild spirit within (Biddulph 1994: 15-17) 
 
These seven vital steps were linked with a man’s ability to reach deeply into his own 
psychic composition to heal past hurts. This depth of personal work offers the potential of 
great personal, societal and environmental liberation, but was not a promise the movement 
delivered on in its early days. Through these kinds of recommendations, the mythopoetic 
men’s movement prioritised the rise of men’s emotional literacy but avoided the 
profeminist task of building a society-wide men’s liberation movement that stood shoulder-
to-shoulder with feminists. 
 
29 A principal cause for the contested nature of this positionality has been the lack of a 
socio-political understanding and the de-escalating of feminist concerns throughout the 
movement. The injustices of hubristic and hegemonic masculinity that influence women 
through sexism, and Nature through our unsustainable practices, have largely been left 
unexamined by the mythopoetic men’s movement. The fellowships created draw from 
extant indigenous traditions, but these rites and rituals are almost exclusively adopted from 
traditional peoples, in many cases from lands far from the group’s home. The cultural 
imperialism presented by these techniques begs mentioning even if a substantial critique of 
them is not the purpose of this dissertation. Michael Kimmel (1995) noted that this absence 
of socio-political analysis could assume the form of ‘everything from antifeminist backlash 
and patriarchy redux to racist appropriation, misleading theology, misguided anthropology, 
and misogynist political ideology’ (Kimmel and Kaufman 1995: xi-xii). Raewyn Connell 
(1995: 13) considered the mythopoets to be a type of ‘masculinity therapy’ reminiscent of a 
belief that modern Western masculine identity is broken and in need of repair. For 
mythopoetic men, manhood is that terrain of the gendered experience that is ‘not feminine’. 
Gay, bisexual or transgendered men and men of colour who join mythopoetic men’s 
movement subcultures infrequently, have been traditionally and inadvertently Otherised 
within the mythopoetic men’s movement.  
 
For Kimmel and Kaufman (1994: 256), the mythopoetic men’s movement offered little 
more than a fraternity of weekend warriors addicted to their own assumed dominance. 
Australian philosopher David Tacey cautioned that the movement ‘... has quickly 
developed a cultic atmosphere, with core beliefs, a set of dogmas, mana-charged gurus and 
leaders, and devotion demanded of the followers’, expressing a view that I share, he 
exclaimed: 
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We should be particularly suspicious of its [the movement’s] articles of faith, which 
include: our fathers are absent; we need to be initiated and redeemed by older men in 
power; the movement will release us from the unbearable burden of selfhood; we cannot 
access heart or feelings except through this male community; and the movement builds a 
brotherhood that helps compensate for the absent personal father (Tacey 1997: 63). 
 
This emphasis on victimisation and inward facing masculinisms can easily result in an 
‘inflated and dangerous’ men’s subculture that has historically done much to refine 
mechanisms of social power in men’s favour while then also encouraging the 
internalisation of men’s victimisation that has, we must remember, been self-imposed.  
 
30 The mythopoetic men’s movement offers a particular path forward for men that is 
squarely centred on authenticity and integrity: a man is trained to be his word, to ‘show up’ 
for himself and his community with head held high, but to do so not with hubris but rather a 
paternal grace. In reaching towards this new and ‘prophetic’ manhood, he is, however, 
faced with: 
 
… a tragic, schizophrenic choice. If he is to become a man and play a role in the 
“real” world, he must deny his visceral knowledge of the goodness of Mother’s 
caring power and join the male conspiracy to “keep women in their place,” in the 
missionary position, beneath men. Meanwhile the son must develop various 
strategies to deal with the power of Mother. He may surrender, becoming mama’s 
boy, and devote his life to pleasing her, and later his wife or lover. If he takes this 
tack his relationships with women will be dominated by the desire to perform well, 
to gain approval, and to avoid female anger or rejection. Or he may take an opposite 
course and reduce females to either servants or sex objects (Keen 1996: 130-131). 
 
The tension between these two extremes has been untenable for men in the modern 
Western context, as much as it has been for women, feeding discontent and adding to 
confusions about gendered identities.  
 
31 This is emphasis on awakening care and caring in men has persisted since the early days 
of the movement. Care for Others by serving as an active carer was characterised by the 
movement’s cries for ‘men filled with prophetic rage, men daring and political enough to 
husband the fragile and succulent earth and protect the weak and disenfranchised’ (Keen 
1991: 268). Granted such early statements implicated the caring ‘protector/provider’ was 
also an ‘Earth steward’. But as a vocal representation of the movement’s foundational 
intent, Keen’s statement, while well-intended and service-oriented, sugar coated the 
essentialised roles of men in hubristic and hegemonic systems of oppression; critical 
consideration through the feminist lens rightly revealed these notions of masculinity to be 
problematic. 
 
32 For a more extensive discussion about the Green Man, see Chapter 5. 
 
33 For example, see: the Mankind Project, which seeded the Men’s Leadership Alliance in 
Boulder, Colorado. 
 
34 Coaching men away from harming women and/or the Earth is growing. It is becoming 
part of the mythopoetic parlance as well. Take for example the more recent innovations 
demonstrated by the Mankind Project, which leads men through a contemporary weekend 
rites of passage marketed as the ‘New Warrior Training Adventure’ or NWTA. This 
training prioritises accountability, integrity, the development and communication of new 
skills in emotional literacy, accessing inner wildness, gentleness, authenticity and 
compassion for self and Others, ferocity, self-empowerment and the empowerment of those 
with whom one interacts as a man of service for his family, his community, his Earth and 
himself. But while the trainings are commonly conducted at retreat centres in natural 
settings, much of the work that men attending these trainings do is ‘inner work’. 
Communing with Nature directly is not a central fixture of the processes that these men are 
lead through, except to be the ‘stage’—at different times throughout the weekend 
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training—upon which the drama of this contemporary initiation is permitted to unfold 
(Mankind Project 2011). 
 
An individual affiliated with the Western Australian chapter of the Mankind Project 
recently advertised ‘Earth Walks’ that promote a communal and educational: 
 
… walk in love with the spirits of the land  and commune with the Earth for 
personal and planetary healing. The themes of this Earth Walk are: standing strong 
together with the energies in sovereignty and co-creating the space to allow love to 
restore the balance and return to strength (Rosengarten 2009: pers. comm.). 
 
What these ‘energies’ are is not specified in the distributed material, nor is the ‘balance’ or 
‘strength’ referred to clarified in tangible terms—the participant is left to find meaning 
behind these terms through the experience of communing. Such trainings indicate a 
willingness for this particular example of the mythopoetic men’s movement to reach 
beyond the human realm to include a degree of other-than-human sensitivity, levels of 
engagement with Nature pursued for the sake of personal as well as planetary healing. This 
particular ‘Earth Walk’ was made available to both men and women, and notably, drew on 
testimonials from 85% women clients in promoting a ‘communing meander into Nature 
that restores love and balance for the self and the earth’ (Rosengarten 2009). The 
disproportionately low level of men’s patronage of such services is notable and calls into 
question the effectiveness of these attempts to encourage adult males to intuitively engage 
with their surroundings. The lethargy in men to take such trainings are many and varied, 
one of the prime one’s being addiction to work, or the pressure to provide for one’s family 
making the prospect of time away from home challenging for many men. 
 
As an additional example, Pathways to Manhood, is an Australian initiation programme 
that takes boys and their fathers out into Nature to support the youth’s transition to healthy 
manhood (Pathways Foundation 2011). The movement is mythopoetically inspired since, in 
the process of initiating modern Western boys into contemporary renditions of manhood, 
the Pathways camps follow a familiar model to that of the Mankind Project’s NWTA for 
adult men; those being: loss of identity (or separation), liminal transition (or awakening), 
and community incorporation (or integration). Nature is again used as a ’backdrop’, 
perhaps more intensely in the Pathways instance as the camps are traditionally conducted 
out in the Australian bush rather than at retreat centres. But like the Mankind Project, 
Pathways does not centralise ecological communing in its rites and rituals; Nature is left to 
have its impact on an individual’s psychology by osmosis, which may or may not awaken 
an ecosophical experience for those boys and men in attendance. Left to their own devices 
in natural settings, the chances of an ecological awakening occurring for men in the 
absence of an intentional process is rendered to ‘pot-luck’. Nevertheless, men’s 
organisations that are mythopoetically guided have long been aware of the power of Nature 
in men’s lives, even if they have struggled to facilitate deep ecological experiences that 
directly harmonise with the ritualised deep masculine processes they have created. I note, 
however, that if we view the mythopoets as reactionary feminist backlashers who do little 
to prevent men from oppressing women and destroying the Earth, we are tarring all 
mythopoetically aligned men with the same brush. Certainly some men are and will 
continue to be misogynists and Earth-destroyers, and ought to be challenged for what I 
consider to be the error in their ways. However, the mythopoetic men’s movement offers 
great promise for the practical incorporation of men’s sustainability and may therefore be 
credited with having made some—albeit problematic—social and environmental gains for 
men.  
 
 
35 James Hillman (1979) and David Abram (1996) are two notable additions to the 
mythologically inspired discourse on the human and Nature; Hillman spoke of the need to 
let the ‘dayworld’ fall away and cross over to the ‘dreamworld’ in order to imbibe the 
significance of our deepest selves. Abrams cast the spell of Western philosophy and 
indigenous wisdom in order to awaken the magical wonder of Nature and our place within 
it. Also, the Epic of Gilgamesh is worthy of mentioning for its role in shaping the 
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foundations of Western cultural evolution. While I do not explore this epic any further here, 
I acknowledge that as pillar of historical literature, Gilgamesh is worthy of being cited as 
an additional source of information that helps us understand the mythological roots and 
significance of the relationship between Western civilisation and Nature.  
 
36 Further evidence supporting the controversial nature of men as victims of domestic 
violence was demonstrated in a controversial paper commissioned by the Men’s Advisory 
Network, a peak body for men’s advocacy in Western Australia. Researchers Emily 
Tilbrook, Alfred Allan and Greg Dear (2010: 2) made the following summary statement 
about men’s susceptibility to domestic violence in that community: 
 
The data suggest that male victims of intimate partner abuse … suffer a range of 
consequences, such as psychological distress (including psychological disorders 
such as depression and anxiety disorders), suicidal ideation, impaired self-concept 
(in particular around one’s sense of masculinity), and loss of work … [however] 
men are reluctant to disclose what is happening to them or to seek help. The reasons 
for this are complex. The major factors appear to be men’s denial of what is 
happening; their fear that they will not be believed, and their fear that even if they 
are believed they will not be assisted or will be blamed for the abuse. Participants 
believed that men would find it easier to seek help and disclose the abuse if there 
were greater public acknowledgement that males can also be victims of abuse, if 
there were appropriate services for men, and if they were confident that they will be 
given effective help. 
 
Chapters of the men’s rights movement have been particularly vocal at not only publicising 
such findings, but also advocating for the services recommended for men by lobbying 
policy makers to redirect funds towards men’s victim services. Women’s advocates have 
understandably raised the alarm, citing limited screening and scope for respondents, the 
tendency for men to cry victim before, during or after their own perpetration, and the need 
for comprehensive aggressor assessment tools to determine the true details of the claim, 
which collectively reinforce the feminist view that in a sexist society, the redirection of 
attention and funds away from women’s victimisation and social services is another 
example of the malestream doing what it has always done, namely: promote men’s 
wellness ahead of that of women (Woman’s Council for Domestic & Family Violence 
Services, WA. 2010: 2-4). The debate continues, indicating that the men’s rights movement 
can retreat into the old and familiar terrain of daring maleness in an attempt to help men 
resolve the terrible feelings and legal implications associated with failed relationships. 
However, in a bid to raise the bar on men’s care and caring for their families and their 
spouses (or ex-spouses), the movement’s supporters focus on men’s personal woes rather 
than the systemic causes of their personal struggles. This can have profound domestic and 
civil implications for both men and women.  
 
37 See Charles V. Metz’s (1968) pamphlet Divorce and Custody for Men, which attacked 
feminism while emphasising the ‘traditional social roles’ of women and men in the context 
of the need to return to gendered traditions at home and in society. Also see Richard 
Doyle’s (1976) Rape of the Male, which advanced on Metz’s traditionalist views by 
arguing that men are in fact victimised and subject to unfair social practices of misandry 
and discrimination, fear and false accusations of men’s alleged sexual misconduct, which 
motivated him to form the Men’s Defense Association (MDA). MDA seeded similar 
discourses and the rise of conservative men’s group in the UK in George Gilder’s (1986) 
‘the princess problem’ and the United Kingdom Men’s Movement (UKMM), which 
advocated the protector/provider model for men as the only viable and authentic masculine 
identity (Ashe 2007: 57-58). 
 
38 The men’s rights movement offers particularly vocal and at times vitriolic critiques of 
legislation protecting the rights of women through affirmative action or other anti-sexist 
policies, resources dedicated to the prevention or reprimand of domestic violence, and 
sexual harassment prevention at women’s places of employment, calling for a return to the 
‘golden age’ of patriarchy (Ashe 2007: 61). 
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39 I note however that this positionality currently harbours no reference to care and caring 
for Nature, which, given its focus on men’s legal advocacy, is understandable. 
 
40 Christian Creation mythology has encouraged humans to assume stewardship over the 
Earth and its living systems for the last two millennia. Non-human Nature (and the 
feminine principle along with it) was viewed as a ‘corruption’ or ‘wildness’ that became 
synonymous with ungodliness, and was therefore in need of our great care and cultivation 
of this feminised land and its bounties (Merchant 1996: 75-79). As a Christian dominated 
culture, the socio-cultural tenets of the West have been significantly guided to manage 
Nature as a wild place; we have been instructed to claim dominion over its bounties, and be 
‘fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth, and subdue it …’ (Genesis 1:28). From Christian 
creationism, we have been instructed to eat, chop, plough, fish and play our way to a place 
in Heaven, by using the Earth. Stewardship suggests power over Nature (the server), and 
attaches to it an expectation that it will service humanity (the served) (Lovelock 1979: 119-
123, Golding 1981: 61-72, Callahan 1981: 73-85). It also implies care and caring, but does 
so from the vantage of human separateness and human-centredness.  
 
Aldo Leopold’s (1966[1949]) was one of the founding fathers of the modern stewardship 
movement, his classic text A Sand County Almanac illuminating the importance of land 
reverence. As a US Christian land carer, natural resource manager and man, his work has 
been pivotal in setting the tone for a Christian interpretation of our land management 
principles and practices. He extolled our need to become students and stewards of the land 
that sustains us by developing land ethics that would powerfully contradict the growing 
materialism of Western industrial nations and the growing threat of environmental 
destruction (Leopold 1966[1949]: xxviii-xix). This was couched initially in the then young 
US Forest Service land manager’s concern for dwindling natural resources. But later in life, 
Leopold’s growing intimate relationship with his impoverished Minnesotan farm yielded 
what he came to refer to as a ‘land ethic’, which has since become the land steward’s 
mantra: ‘A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty of the 
biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise’ (Leopold 1966[1949]: 262). Closing 
managing its rehabilitation and monitoring its progress, Leopold was able to gain insight 
into the land’s ecology; its living systems revealed to him the myriad ways it was seeking 
to recover from years of over-exploitation by previous uncaring tenants. Leopold’s 
awareness of the richness and power of working with the land was unmistakable: 
 
If one has cut, split, hauled, and piled his [sic.] own good oak, and let his mind work 
the while, he will remember much about where the heat comes from, and with a 
wealth of detail denied to those who spend the week end in town astride a radiator 
(Leopold 1966[1949]: 6). 
 
Leopold’s land ethic challenged long-held Western beliefs about resource use and 
ownership of property by widening ‘the boundaries of the community to include soils, 
waters, plants and animals, or collectively: the land’ (Leopold 1966[1949]: 238-139).  He 
came to see that land was not simply a composition of biotic individuals in a web of 
relationship but was also, and perhaps primarily, the product of cycles of energy flowing a 
landscape in open and dissipative ways (Leopold 1966[1949]: 253). Leopold suggested that 
our ethical treatment of the land was necessarily dependent upon our willingness and ability 
to ‘see, feel, understand, love, or otherwise have faith in’ the land—to develop an 
‘ecological consciousness’ that brought with it considerable responsibility to care and be 
caring towards the land. Human stewards are then owners, possessors, and tenants of the 
Earth.  
 
Evangelical commitments to Earth care and caring have grown from Leopold’s land ethic. 
Steven Bouma-Prediger (2001: 118-138) called for a ‘genuine commitment by evangelicals 
to care for the earth’ through concern for future generations, sensitivity for animal rights, 
an insistence for respect/reverence for life, advocacy for wilderness preservation, and 
support for a Leopoldian land ethic as central to the service role of an evangelical as an 
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‘Earth Keeper’. Stewardship’s appeal is not restricted to Catholic and Protestant 
contributors alone, but runs far and wide in the Western Christian socio-cultural landscape.  
 
Through this broad Christian-inspired movement, we have been bestowed the responsibility 
to intervene in natural processes creatively in order to maximise beneficial results for our 
offspring and ourselves. In stewarding the land in these ways we have developed an ethic 
of land care that reflects our presumed supremacy over the Earth and its riches. Land was 
God’s creation, and humanity’s task was to care for it intimately. This stewardship 
paradigm has played a significant role in pointing us towards the disastrous circumstances 
we now face. As a Christian inspired ethos, stewardship stopped short of acknowledging 
the intrinsic value of life—land was stewards from a utilitarian perspective, wedding people 
to a vision of Earth as revered resource, but resource none-the-less (Leopold 1966[1949]: 
251, 258). The work of formulating a deeper ecoethic that supports the deep green future I 
advocate here, was left to ecosophers of the deep ecology, social ecology and ecological 
feminism movements, whose respective works are the focus of Chapter 3. 
 
41  Heart-wrenching responses to worldly decay are widely present in our subconscious. It 
is not unusual to feel anguish when faced with injustices. However, the degrees to which 
we permit such responses to emerge from our subconscious to the level of conscious 
thoughts or preventative or corrective actions to remedy vary greatly with and amongst 
individuals. Eastern spirituality has dwelled considerably on this point in shedding light on 
a path of compassion for all living things. In the West addressing this anguish typically 
takes the form of  ‘stewardship’ through which we are coached towards tending the garden 
of Creation; fix it, make it better, sculpt it in the image of a Christian God in ways that 
resolve the emergent problems resulting from our incessant harvesting of life’s bounties 
(McDonagh 1986: 4). Stewardship has long been woven into the fabric of Western 
Christianity, with similar ethics of environmental sensitivity also emerging in Judaism 
(McDonagh 1986: 129-136). For example, Catherine Roach et al. (2006: 46) noted that the: 
 
... concept of “stewardship” is a powerful and widely used one in environmentalism, 
although a controversial one as well. Within environmental philosophy, stewardship 
is variously either praised or condemned. It is viewed as either a biblically-grounded 
model that accurately depicts the hierarchical nature of human-nature relations while 
still holding humans responsible for environmental care, or as yet another version of 
anthropocentrism that fails to unsettle us from our pretensions of grandeur and 
merely supports further exploitation [of the Earth] ... 
 
Consistent with Roach et al. (2006: 5, 24) and in the context of critiques of 
anthropocentrism, I consider Christian-inspired stewardship to have been rightly criticised 
for its ambivalence and ecologically precarious anthropocentrism. Christian-inspired 
stewardship, when examined in light of the need for an intrinsic and holistic human 
approach to other-than-human Others, is subject to justifiable scrutiny. 
 
Christian environmental stewardship recurs in the literature in support of calls to tend the 
garden of God’s creation. To be a devoted Christian steward of creation is in fact to extend 
our loving care towards Nature as a central, joyful part, part of the human task. To be a 
steward is to be ‘man over house’, to manage nature’s bounties and make them available 
for human use. Stewardship may be traced back to stories of Adam in the Garden of Eden; 
charged with maintaining the welfare and fertility of God’s bounties. (Genesis 2). Ronald J. 
Sider (1995) suggests that because humans are: 
 
[c]reated in the divine image, we alone have been placed in charge of the Earth. At 
the same time our dominion must be the gentle care of a loving gardener, not the 
callous exploitation of self-centred lording.  
 
Some theologians take the Earth’s current ecological demise as validation of the 
evangelical truth that the coming of the Lord is very near. Christianity has won a decisive 
victory over European and the New World paganisms of indigenous traditions, resulting in 
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what might be referred to as a ‘post-Christian age’ that has produced the various 
permutations of ecological destruction that we are now experiencing.  
 
Adding to these environmentally favourable interpretations of Christian inspired 
stewardship, Oelschlaeger (1994: 22, 50) noted that while ‘[most] environmentalists 
believe that religion, especially Judeo-Christianity, thwarts rather than advances any 
societal effort to achieve sustainability’ it could in fact give environmentalism political 
currency by emphasising the common interest in caring for creation as a spiritual 
imperative; the faithful assuming a moral high-ground that may well cause policy makers to 
follow. The strength of care embedded within Christian dogma can then provide guidance 
towards a softer aspect of human/nature exchanges. In this way, Christian dogma can in 
fact motivate one towards an ecological literacy that is humble, thoughtful and in alignment 
with God’s Earth, where an abiding affection for nature is revealed through caring for the 
Earth’s bounties. Given the prevalence of Christianity throughout Western societies, such 
tenets are profoundly important for enrolling the widest possible allegiance of people 
towards social and environmental sustainability, suggesting that Western Christianity may 
not be anti-environmentalist after-all. This perspective stands in opposition to Lynne 
White’s seminal The Historical Roots of our Ecologic Crisis that implicates Christianity as 
the root of much ecocidal evil. Stewardship implies the need for ‘green saviours’ who stand 
as bulwarks against ‘evil exploiters’ in an oppositional binary between stewards and ‘Earth 
users’– the Christian steward has long been an Earth guardian, guided by the morality of 
his or her dedication to the faith.  
 
Aldo Leopold’s (1966) classic text A Sand County Almanac popularised stewardship. He 
advocated the importance of harbouring a reverence for the land, suggesting that we need to 
love, respect and admire the natural systems that support life (Callicott 1987: 196). Leopold 
argued the case for an ethical awakening to the bounties of the land as an alternative to the 
burgeoning pull towards materialism and its resultant environmental destruction. With the 
regularity of a disciplined routine, Leopold gained insight into the localised ecology of the 
land by keeping record of the biotic abundance on his Wisconsin farm. The restorative 
work that Leopold and his family conducted enabled the depleted ecological systems of the 
family farm to be revived, brought about by careful tending to their land, and gave rise to 
the now widely renown ‘land ethic’ as an academic discourse unto itself. Leopold’s 
concern for the disconnection between rampantly industrialising humanity and its cost upon 
wider Nature was acute: 
 
Mechanized man [sic.], oblivious of floras, is proud of his [sic.] progress in cleaning 
up the landscape on which, willy-nilly, he [sic.] must live out his [sic.] days. It 
might be wise to prohibit at once all teaching of real botany and real history, lest 
some future citizen suffer qualms about the floristic price of his [sic.] good life 
(Leopold 1966: 46). 
 
From such insights, Leopold posited that now famous ethical maxim that a ‘thing is right 
when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty of the biotic community. It is 
wrong when it tends otherwise’ (Leopold 1966: 224-225). Our ethical treatment of the land 
is necessarily dependent upon our willingness and ability to ‘see, feel, understand, love, or 
otherwise have faith in’ the land—to develop an ‘ecological consciousness’ that enables us 
to value the land both ideologically and in practice (Leopold 1966: 223). Leopold argued 
the case for land care in contradiction to the growing materialism and its resultant 
environmental destruction (Leopold 1966: xxviii-xix). Leopold’s intimacy with his farm as 
field, meadow and forest evolved through his engagement with it, keeping record of its 
bounties; walking through the land developed one’s intuitive connection—a sense of place. 
But Leopold’s Land Ethic harbours a long-held Western belief about ownership and 
property, which ‘enlarges the boundaries of the community to include soils, waters, plants 
and animals, or collectively: the land (Leopold 1966: 238, 239). Land is here not simply a 
composition of biotic individuals in a web of relationship but is also, and perhaps primarily, 
the cycles of energy that flow through them in open and dissipative systems (Leopold 1966: 
253). A love for the land is inherent within such an ethics, and encourages a shift in 
perception towards respect for Others beyond economic self-interest. Leopold suggest that 
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our ethical treatment of the land is necessarily dependent upon our willingness and ability 
to ‘see, feel, understand, love, or otherwise have faith in’ the land – to develop an 
‘ecological consciousness’ that brings with it considerable responsibility to care for the 
land (Leopold 1966: 251, 258). 
 
But this ecological rendition of stewardship stops short of valuing the biophysical world 
intrinsically, giving precedent to the land for what it can do for people, even if in a spiritual 
and emotive sense beyond material harvest. A teleological, emotive, erotic and immersed-
in perspective of land is an essential aspect that appears to be missing from the Christian 
stewardship repertoire. As has been demonstrated in a systems and inclusion approach to 
Earth-consciousness, an ethical premise that goes beyond the traditional uses of land for 
human gain is one that employs reason and emotion in encouraging us to take 
responsibility for the patches of wider-nature that we have influence over – the back yard, 
the local park, a favoured forest, a field, a beach, a reef, the family farm, the atmospheric 
commons – simply because they exist there. As much as stewardship can pull us towards an 
intentional and active engagement with wider nature, to do so from a utilitarian perspective 
remains inadequate. Given our reliance on non-substitutable resources, the toxic pollution 
associated with natural resource exploitation, the economic inequities that mar even the 
wealthiest of nations, and declining biological resilience, something different than 
business-as-usual is sorely needed.  
 
Stewardship inspires a view of sustainability that contradicts the ‘Great Code’ of addictive 
consumptive prowess that characterises Western exchanges with nature (Leopold 1966: 
216-217). But as ‘Earth users’, stewards maintain power over nature, and assume a position 
of caring about land from the vantage of humanity as separate from and above wider 
nature. A relationship of human dependency on the Earth is present, but the steward is 
encouraged to maintain control over the resources that keep humanity alive. Through a 
stewardship model, humanity is owner, possessor, or tenant over the Earth, our charge 
being to intervene with natural processes creatively to maximise beneficial results for 
ourselves over the long-term (Lovelock 1979: 119-123). Doing so harbours the potential for 
considerable ecological compromises on account of an absence of intrinsic value for all 
living things.  
 
That said, stewardship does offer ecological masculinism an ethical justification for 
‘tuning-in’ to the cycles of the land upon which we draw our sustenance. While Western 
men and masculinities have been doing precisely this for millennia, stewardship weaves 
into the process of resource extraction a moral fibre in the form of temperance and restraint 
that might otherwise be easily overlooked by an unabated utilitarian approach to 
engagements with Nature. With this comes the recognition that the land is worthy of our 
reverence, of our treating its bounties with care for the sake of current and future 
generations; an important message to convey, albeit limited in failing to include an 
acknowledgment of intrinsic value for all living things. 
 
42 Christian men are a distinct (albeit variable) positionality. Their socio-political influence 
over the perceptions of Western men, and the manifestations of malestream norms has 
located them in some of the most influential positions in society. Some proponents of the 
Christian faith have attracted justifiable scrutiny on account of touting right-wing 
ideologies that reek of overt sexism, racism, homophobia, ageism, ableism, etc. (e.g. talk 
show hosts Rush Limbaugh, Michael Savage, Brian Sussman, etc.). Their popular appeal to 
Western neoconservatives (especially in the United States) has not only generated 
enormous financial wealth and social networking. These politicised factions within the 
Christian faith have also been particularly successful at supporting some of their 
proponents to gain elected positions of government that support extreme right-wing 
political agendas (the 2010 US mid-term election saw the rise of US Tea Party candidates 
to positions of public office, unified by populist and libertarian political ideals that appeal 
to neoconservative Christian voters).  
 
43 As contemporary examples, consider the efforts of Catholic Workers as visible and 
effective Christian social justice activists. Their contributions to the anti-globalisation and 
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the anti-war movements have been particularly notable since the Vietnam War, aligning 
their actions with some of the most radical left political factions in the world (Catholic 
Worker n.d.). The Christian Science Monitor is owned and published by The First Church 
of Christ, Scientist in Boston. This Pulitzer Prize winning paper includes a weekly Christian 
article title the ‘Daily News Briefing’, which has appeared in print since 1908 with the 
intention of providing public commentaries that—in the words of the paper’s founder Mary 
Baker Eddy—‘injure no man [sic.] but … bless all mankind [sic.]’. To this day, the paper 
offers Christian interpretations of current events consistent with Eddy’s intent; stories that 
are consistent with the paper’s mission to ‘embrace the human family, shedding light and 
understanding with the conviction that truth is the beginning of solutions’ (The Christian 
Science Monitor 2010). As a world-renown alternative and leftist-leaning newspaper, The 
Christian Science Monitor offers reports and analyses of current events that cut against the 
grain of an era in contemporary media’s that has aligned itself with the imperatives of neo-
conservative governmental and corporate agendas. And at Christianity’s very foundations, 
the Roman conversion from paganism to Christianity under the reign of Constantine was 
accomplished through the direct translation of Earth-based celebrations into Christian 
beliefs, rituals and worship. For example, the Roman ‘Feast of the Purification of Isis’ or 
Lupercalia became the Catholic ‘Feast of the Nativity’, and the Saturnalia celebration that 
honoured Saturn, became ‘Christmas’, indicating that the Christian faith could be 
considered a translated Earth-based paganism. History suggests that Christianity has many 
different faces and is subject to intensive interpretations that can cause great harm as well 
as great good. 
 
44 The influential works of Augustine (354-430CE), Hildegard of Bingen (1098-1179), 
Francis of Assisi (c. 1182-1226CE) and Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274CE) have guided 
Catholics to cultivate lives of humble generosity and the preservation of Nature, reflective 
of God’s creation. Paul Collins (1995) illuminated the contributions of French Catholic 
spiritual philosopher Henri Bergson (1859-1941) and poetic theological philosopher Pierre 
Teilhard de Chardin (1881-1955) as instrumental figures. They are credited with awakening 
Catholic sensibilities to the transcendent nature of humanity, which reached beyond the 
disembodied empiricism that has dominated our age. The discourse on evolutionary 
theology, initiated by Protestant thinker Alfred North Whitehead (1861-1947) and 
advanced by his students, Charles Hartsthorne and John Cobb advocated an inclusive 
human/Nature relationship, which Cobb summarised poignantly thus: ‘Man [sic.] will in 
fact care for the sub-human world sufficient to heal it and adjust himself to its needs only if 
he views it as having some claim upon him, some intrinsic right to exist and prosper (Cobb 
in Collins 1995: 138). To this list of socially and environmentally sensitive Christian 
thinkers, Collins added the following: Australian Anglican biologist Charles Birch, 
Protestant feminist eco-theologian Sallie McFague, Jürgen Moltman’s work on God in 
Creation, Catholic historical ecologist Thomas Berry, creation spiritualist Matthew Fox, 
and Irish priest and theological ecologist Sean McDonagh, as notable additions to the litany 
of Christian thinkers throughout modernity who have vocally supported a green theology 
(Collins 1995: 124-170).  
 
Other scholars, whose works reach beyond the scope of this dissertation are none-the-less 
important to also mention. Take for example: Edward Caldwell Moore (1923), Aldo 
Leopold (1966[1949]), Ian Bradley (1990), James Nash (1991), Wesley Granberg-
Michaelson (1992), Henryk Skolimowski (1993), Celia Deane-Drummond (1996), David 
Hallman (2000), Steven Bouma-Prediger (2001), Aruna Gnanadason (2005), Gary 
Gardener (2006), John Hart (2006), Rosemary Radford Ruether (2006), Holmes Rolston III 
(2006), and Michael Northcott (2007). Coupled with this list is the presence of references 
to Christian doctrines in the writings of some male ecoliterary giants, for example: Henry 
David Thoreau (1854), Walt Whitman (1855), and Wendell Berry (1990). The common 
thread throughout these various texts is the call for humanity to care for each other and 
steward the Earth’s riches responsibly.  
    
45  Recall that the positionalities discussed in this chapter are not fixed. Nor are they 
presented here as definitive. Rather, they are intended to loosely describe the distinct 
positionalities within men’s studies and locate them ‘approximately’ on a politicised left-
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right scale, in alignment with the feminist maxim that the personal is political and the 
political is personal. I freely admit, that not all Christians are fundamentalist, nor would 
they rightly be located at the far-right wing of a politicised assessment of men’s studies. 
The discussion that follows is directed at a specific sector of the Christian men’s 
movement, which represents the most vocal and politically influential of the many 
variations on the theme of Christian masculinities. 
 
46 A conspicuous example of this movement is the Promise Keepers (2008a). This faith-
based Christian men’s movement stresses the failure of modern Western men to act as 
‘servants’ and ‘leaders’ in their families, offering encouragement for them to become active 
fathers and husbands instead, the parameters of which are biologically and spiritually 
preordained (Ashe 2007: 61). For the Promise Keeper, a true Christian man is one who 
dedicates his life to keeping seven promises that prioritise his faith in God and his role of 
service in the world. The Promise Keeper: 
 
1. Honours Jesus Christ through worship, prayer and obedience to God's Word in 
the power of the Holy Spirit 
2. Seeks vital relationships with a few other men, understanding that he needs his 
‘brothers’ to help him keep his promises 
3. Practices spiritual, moral, ethical, and sexual purity 
4. Builds strong marriages and families through love, protection and biblical 
values 
5. Supports the mission of his church by honouring and praying for his pastor, 
and by actively giving his time and resources 
6. Reaches beyond any racial and denominational barriers to demonstrate the 
power of biblical unity 
7. Influences his world by being obedient to the Great Commandment and the 
Great Commission (Promise Keepers 2008b) 
 
Supporters of this movement make promises in accordance with these principles that point 
them in the direction of the ultimate aims of re-empowering evangelised men to take charge 
of their homes and communities in their belief that doing so reflects God’s will. In this 
sense, the Promise Keepers reify very traditional views about men and women, but do so by 
attempting to avoid antagonistic discourses on women with varying degrees of success 
(Heath 2003: 441). 
 
47 Taken to the extreme, this caring mandate from God can assume a politicised hue 
resulting in presumed stewardship over the Earth’s natural processes, impassioned 
opposition to neo-liberal advances on the rights of gays, lesbians, transgendered, and 
women, with a notable and at-times vitriolic and intensive political resistance to abortion, 
which, as a consequence of the passion stirred in some men through the movement’s 
dramatic affects, has resulted in cases of intimidation and assault, and even homicide 
against gay men, or those who adopt a liberal or leftwing stance on key social and/or 
environmental issues (Lifesitenews.com 2009, National Right to Life Campaign 2008).  
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SECTION 2: CARING MAN 
 
CHAPTER 3: 
EARTH CARE: 
ECOLOGISATION SO FAR 
 
We need an ethics of embodiment which articulates humans as 
ecologically embedded. We need an ethics of care which 
respects nonhumans as ethical subjects and fosters inter-species 
dialogue. We need an ethics of place which does not erase 
indigenous cultures and which awakens us to place attachment 
as a vital ingredient in a meaningful life. We need an ethics of 
spiritual practice—or, as I like to call it, spirited practice—
which grounds us, guides us, and nourishes our vital needs.  
We need a living earth ethics that throbs with the pungent 
breath of the whale. 
Patsy Hallen 2003: 57 
Tree in Hands (Anonymous 2011) 
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Sustainability, Philosophy and Men 
 
... don’t keep whining about the fact that you did not have the [kind of] 
men in your life that you needed; try to spend the rest of your life trying 
to be the kind of man you wished you had had.  
(Moore 2011) 
 
In Chapter 2, I noted that ecological concerns are not currently a central 
fixture of the existing masculinities positionalities. There, I surveyed the 
masculinities discourse and in doing so, I clarified that within that 
discourse, a clearly articulated ecologised masculinities theory has yet to be 
formulated. I have suggested that a malestream hubris and hegemony 
continues to dominate Western societies. I have also noted that we still live 
in a world that marginalises some men, women and Nature. Further, the 
daring ontologies of the malestream West continue to locate select men in 
the most powerful of positions throughout our societies at the expense of 
marginalised men, women and Nature, which, ironically serves to erode 
men’s full humanness. Responding to this circumstance, I argue that if we 
support the emergence of a new and ecologised maleness, which cultivates 
and celebrates the innate goodness and caring of modern Western maleness, 
men will then be better able to help guide human exchanges with all Others 
towards a deep green future—both in their personal lives and in the lives 
they lead in their communities. From the first Earth Day, scholars and 
activists have been formulating ideas and practices that assist us towards 
this end. The bodies of work in sustainability and ecophilosophy that have 
emerged since that time are worthy of our fuller consideration. 
 
Consequently, in Chapter 3, I critically analyse the presence of gendered 
considerations in the sustainability discourse. I then survey the key 
components of the human/Nature discourse within ecophilosophy. I do so 
since both discourses represent the practical and the theoretical aspects of 
ecologisation. 
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Caring Men, Sustainable Earth 
… another’s pain is one’s own. To feel for another is to care. 
(Goleman, 1995: 104-105) 
 
In this section, I address the links between malestream norms and the 
prospects of a deep green future for the Earth. Here, I explore the 
differences between weak and strong sustainability, with a particular interest 
in a gendered analysis of the sustainability discourse. I argue that if we want 
to forge a deep green future for all life on Earth, a shallow or non-existent 
concern for the health and wellbeing of each other, Nature and ourselves, 
which has become a habitual characteristic of the Western malestream, is 
simply insufficient. We must seek strong sustainability and to do so 
effectively, we must enrol men in that project.  
 
I also suggest that modern Western maleness need not be the Earth’s great 
anathema. Further to demonstrating how malestream norms play a pivotal 
role in the social and environmental problems we now face, I begin to build 
the case for a transformation in the lives of modern Western men and 
masculine identities away from daring malestream norms and towards ways 
of being, thinking and doing maleness that concurrently prioritise care and 
caring for all Others and the self. I then build the foundations of this 
dissertation’s central argument, which states that in order to achieve a deep 
green future that I and other scholars call for, modern Western men and 
masculine identities must be able to extend care and caring towards all 
Others and the self in both tangible ways that require a conceptual 
transformation. I also introduce the notion that both private and public 
expressions of masculine care have been missing elements in the 
sustainability movement; that an ecologised masculinities theory may fill an 
ontological blind spot in sustainability and in ecophilosophy, beginning with 
the former. 
 
 
 138 
Requiem for the Earth: Towards a Deep Green Future 
To learn how to live graciously together would make us worthy of this 
unique, beautiful, blue planet that evolved in its present splendor over 
some billions of years, a planet that we should give over to our children 
with the assurance that this great community of living will lavish upon 
them the care that it has bestowed so abundantly upon ourselves. 
(Berry 1988: 12) 
 
Humanity is a remarkably successful species. We have adapted to a wide 
array of ecological niches, used the resources in those niches in creative 
ways to advance our offspring and ourselves, and have drawn on the 
innovative power of our intellect to ensure that we continue to flourish. 
Technology and innovation have delivered many of us considerable comfort 
against the vagaries of life. Our gadgets and processes ensure that we get the 
maximum return for the minimum of effort, from washing our clothes to 
travelling across the far reaches of our home: Earth.  
 
It is, however, widely documented that Western industrial societies have 
been using the Earth in destructive ways for centuries (Carson 1962, White 
1967, Naess 1973, Merchant 1980, Bookchin 1987a, Collard 1988, Rolston 
1988, Seager, 1993, Daly 1994, Weston 1999a, Guha 2000, Plumwood 
2002, Gore 2007, Pittock 2009, Sarkissian 2009, Lovelock 2010).1 The 
resultant inequities in access to clean and safe food, water and shelter, the 
levels of social stability we experience, the freedoms we enjoy, the systems 
that we create, are disturbing and life threatening. Radical environmentalists 
have championed the need for a biocentric paradigm shift to accord equal 
standing to all life for some time now (Leopold 1949, Carson 1962, 
Meadows et al. 1974). Other scholars have argued that this enduring call for 
a safer, cleaner, greener world might well only be achievable by firstly 
prioritising equality for all humans (Bookchin 1980, Guha 1994, Guha 
2000). The tension between these two views is palpable. Must we prioritise 
human needs ahead of non-human Nature? Is the tension that pits human 
needs against planetary fecundity reconcilable? Further, what assurances do 
we have that the principles and practices of sustainability are sufficiently 
robust to ensure that we can tend to the vital needs of present and future 
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generations of both humans and non-humans both equally and effectively? 
These are some of the questions that guide the sustainability debate, which 
on face value reaches only as far as ‘light green or shallow ethics and its 
accompanying ethos ... [that] does not even attempt to break out of 
anthropocentrism’ (Curry 2006: 48-49).2 Fortunately, the sustainability 
discourse is evolving.  
 
Overview of Sustainability  
Sustainability (originally ‘Ecologically Sustainable Development’ or ESD) 
first appeared as an imperative for human development at the 3rd World 
Conservation Congress in 1969. This initial and internationally recognised 
call to action addressed the simultaneous needs of human and environmental 
wellbeing (Hopwood et al. 2005: 39, Adams 2006: 1). Sustainability has 
both conceptual and practical roots, recognises that there are limits to the 
local, regional and global systems that support life and is broadly defined as 
meeting present needs without compromising the needs of future 
generations (World Commission on Environment and Development 1990: 
87, Wackernagel and Rees 1996: 33, Newman et al. 2009: 7). This early 
definition of the movement served as a benchmark for sustainable policy 
and praxes; it might also be considered the tangible or infrastructural 
interpretations of calls towards greater environmental sensitivity that has 
become increasingly commonplace since the first Earth Day on 22 April 
1974. Foundational interpretations of sustainability stopped short of 
critiquing business-as-usual, which prioritised human needs ahead of all 
Others—the ‘needs’ referred to in these early days of the movement 
prioritised humanity (anthropocentrism) over non-humans (biocentrism). In 
this sense, sustainability was at-best reformative within an existing culture 
of unfettered growth—to sustain was to preserve the status-quo for as long 
as possible, not to radically transform our social morays towards greater 
equanimity.  
 
Times have however changed. Newman and Jennings (2008: 21) noted that 
in recent years, the rhetoric of sustainability has evolved into a ‘new ethic of 
living that expands our circle of concern to include future generations and 
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the natural world, and promotes equity and justice’ effectively (and 
simultaneously) prioritising both anthropocentric and biocentric 
considerations (also see: Beatley and Manning 1997). Despite this 
evolution, Western malestreams habitually polarise the sustainability 
discourse, hijacking the softer and deeper contributions of feminised 
approaches to our exchanges with each other and Earth.3 It continues to be 
difficult for modern Western social morays to prioritise broader care and 
caring for all Others and the self.4 Such tensions are gendered.  
 
Susan Faludi (1999) maintained that Western societies concocted an 
‘ornamental' culture built upon mass consumption that she described as a 
‘gateway to nowhere’ (Faludi 1999: 35). This pull towards ‘selling the self’ 
for material gain has long encouraged men in particular to climb a solitary 
path to the top of the malestream heap, relinquishing connections with 
Others and the self in the process—modern Western men have been 
socialised to abandon their humanity in exchange for social, political, 
economic and therefore material primacy; such a legacy sets many men up 
to defer to the jobs end of the owl’s vs. jobs debate.  Coupled with this drive 
for dominance, women, feminism, and feminised ideals have been 
denigrated, and women’s bodies, like owls and indeed Nature writ-large, 
have been colonised by malestream norms. Such a gendered analysis is not 
overtly represented in the sustainability discourse. This calls to the fore the 
need for a sustainability movement that is gender sensitive to the injustices 
that characterise malestream norms. We have, in effect, created mechanisms 
that distance us from the impacts of our actions on each other as well as 
Nature. Doing so medicates the moral compass of the fully-human human 
being, enabling them to side-step the consequence of their actions on 
multiple levels of oppression5 by concocting a guilt-free advantage for some 
humans over Others through an intricate international network of 
hypermasculinised hubris and hegemony—mechanisms that advantage men 
(and select men in particular), over all Others. In doing so, Western men in 
particular have been socialised to systematically avoid asking deeper 
ontological questions about the true nature of life and their part in it; they 
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have instead been encouraged to turn a blind-eye to their true caring natures 
in the pursuit of domination.  
 
In this sense, any conversation about sustainability must address the 
inequities not simply between humanity and Nature, nor amongst 
individuals of the same community. Such a conversation must also include 
the differences that emerge between people on the basis of gender. In other 
words, sustainability needs men to be fully engaged in its tenets, and men 
similarly must to be able to extend care and caring towards society and 
Nature as well; they must be encouraged to ask deeper, broader and wider 
questions of themselves and the world. In the wake of social and 
environmental collapse, these questions are beginning to emerge, but they 
tend to be asked from one of two main positions: reform and transformation 
 
Reform or Transformation? 
Two principal positions that characterize the theories and praxes of 
sustainability have emerged in response to our looming social and 
environmental problems: reformist or weak sustainability and 
transformative or strong sustainability. Consistent with Hopwood et al. 
(2005: 43-45), the term ‘reform’ is used here to indicate that approaches to 
sustainability, which operate within Western malestream norms, can 
effectively soften our species’ impacts on social and environmental decay. 
However, reformist approaches to sustainability struggle to avert the Earth’s 
trajectory towards significant ecological and therefore social disruptions 
that—if they occur—will make the living conditions for humans and many 
other species extremely difficult or even radically different than life as we 
currently know it to be. In contrast, transformation represents a deeper and 
stronger approach to sustainability that requires paradigmatic shifts in the 
very fabric of our social morays in order to bring about a deep green future. 
These two approaches to sustainability are polarised (Sitarz 1994). 
Reformist views can be juxtaposed against those that consider a 
transformative shift in our entire Western ontology is an essential aspect of 
any deeper shift towards a truly sustainable future (Naess 1990). These 
reformist versus transformational approaches to the ways we meet the needs 
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of present and future generations have become oppositional pillars within 
the sustainability discourse, which has since evolved into an extensive body 
of knowledge in its own right that is constantly evolving.6 
 
Hopwood et al. (2005) located the reformist and transformationist debate 
along a continuum from weak to strong sustainability—respectively (also 
see: Wackernagel and Rees 1996). Weak sustainability responds to the 
productive and consumptive consequences of industrial capital and may 
result in some limited policy changes that fall within the material 
parameters of Western capitalism.7 These changes are apparently 
comprehensive but rely on the illusionary belief that growth will not 
necessarily lead to collapse of social and environmental functioning if 
managed appropriately. Such approaches to sustainability are reformist. I 
use the term ‘reformist’ to indicate that while approaches to sustainability 
that operate within Western malestream norms can soften our species’ 
impacts on social and environmental decay, they struggle to make 
significant alterations in social and ecological problems (Clifton 2010a, 
Clifton 2010b). Reformist sustainability lacks the ontological foundations to 
encourage us to care and be caring towards our communities, the life 
systems that we depend upon. At-best, it weakly challenges the daring 
ontologies that drive Western social, economic and political growth. 
Consequently, reformist sustainability can be illustrated thus (Figure 3.1):  
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Reformist approaches to sustainability point us in the direction of a 
sustainable future but do so within existing structures of hubris and 
hegemony. To make the link with the aims of this dissertation even more 
explicit, I note that reform sustainability is malestream enabling—in the 
absence of a critical analysis of malestream norms, any attempt at 
sustainable development is likely to yield short term solutions to our social 
and environmental problems at best precisely because it is reformist. If we 
fail to challenge the mechanism of unfettered growth, then we will also fail 
to challenge the hubris and hegemony of malestream norms. The two are 
bedfellows, caught in an embrace that is necessarily dependent upon the 
reification of modern Western malestream norms replete with its social and 
environmental consequences and thereby the enduring presence of men’s 
oppression. Sustainability needs a gendered analysis, and an ecologised 
masculinities theory and praxes can meet this need. 
 
I am suggesting that in order to address this blind spot in the sustainability 
discourse, a transformation in the ways that men and masculinities care and 
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extend caring towards Others is needed. Where reformist sustainability is 
valuative (places emphasis on the value gained through policy reform that 
tempers institutional and infrastructural beliefs and practices), we might 
alternatively approach sustainability with a deeper reflexively. This is a 
more complex, relational or ‘ecological’ approach to sustainability that 
requires our willingness to take into consideration the economic, social and 
environmental concerns of our communities in ways that subvert traditional 
approaches to sustainability. This ‘deeper’ and therefore ‘greener’ approach 
to sustainability would include consideration for and alternatives to the 
oppression mechanisms that advantage certain men above all Others, hence 
the term ‘deep green future’ that I use throughout this dissertation.  
 
Transformational sustainability facilitates both a conceptual and practical 
shift in our relationships with each other and our surroundings. It may also 
include our willingness to recognise that men have a central role to play 
sustainability policies and practices that take into consideration the vital 
needs of all life. Such a transformational approach to sustainability may in 
fact be reliant upon a critical analysis of Western constructs at their 
hypermasculinist foundations, which specifically targets men’s conditioning 
and the hegemonic praxes that they commonly assume in their communities 
and at home. Consequently, we need a model for sustainability that places 
the priorities of our economic growth, within our social wellbeing, which is 
then given consideration in the context of environmental limits determined 
by the Earth’s ecological carrying capacities. This transformational model 
for sustainability points us in the direction of a suite of values reflective and 
reinforcing of a deep green future that can be illustrated thus (Adams 2006, 
Sarkissian 2009, Clifton 2010a, Clifton 2010b) (see Figure 3.2): 
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I am suggesting that the crises of society and environment which 
sustainability attempts to address, are in fact symptoms of a crisis in 
masculinities brought forth by malestream norms.8 Masculine identities are 
prescribed; they are defined by malestream norms and impressed upon men 
(as well as women), and they are key sources of training for modern 
Western maleness. Consequently, malestream norms are taken here to be 
located at the very heart of reformist sustainability; they insulate men 
against their innate ability to care and be caring towards all Others and the 
self. In other words, we live in an unsustainable world precisely because 
modern Western men and masculine identities are conditioned to be 
unsustainable.  
 
For Sarkissian (2009: 18-19, 26), the depth of sustainability that would 
change the ‘master metaphor templates’ of Western malestream norms 
requires ‘nothing less than a paradigm shift, a complete change in world 
view … at the level of concept and meaning’. To chart such a course 
towards transformational sustainability, we must be willing to examine the 
principles and practices that dominate Western societies (Bowers 1993: 166, 
Orr 2006: 265-268). Our deep green future is then necessarily 
transformative. To make this leap from reform to transformation is not a 
 
Deep Green 
Future 
Environment 
 
Society 
 
Economy 
 
Figure 3.2: Transformational Sustainability—towards a deep green future 
(adapted from: Adams 2006, Sarkissian 2009, Clifton 2010a, Clifton 2010b) 
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simple matter of doing something differently in tangible sense. We must go 
through transformations that require both practical and theoretical 
reassessments of modern Western masculinities. 
 
 
Requiem for Men: Getting Accountable 
The crisis of modern man is an essentially masculine crisis and … its 
resolution is already now occurring in the tremendous emergence of the 
feminine values by both men and women 
(Tarnas 1991: 442) 
 
Problematising Western Maleness 
So, what are the links between modern Western masculinities and 
sustainability? In The Passion of The Western Mind, Richard Tarnas (1991) 
aimed to reawaken the anima mundi (or soul of the world) by challenging 
the traditional boundaries of separation between humanity and non-human 
Nature. He offered a compelling overview of the divorce between the 
masculine from feminised non-human Nature. His recommendation 
specifically encouraged men to substitute the selfishness of ‘the masculine 
heroic quest [that] has been pressed to its utmost one-sided extreme’ with a 
feminised paradigm of mutualism that embraces life as mystery and 
ambiguity where imagination, emotion, instinct, body and the feminine 
aspects of the self are centralised as one being immersed in one’s 
surrounding society and environment (Tarnas 1991: 441-444). This 
‘increasing sense of unity with the planet’ aspired to bring Nature as Other 
into the self while simultaneously leading the ego-self out into the world, 
requiring a willingness to prioritise communal and ecological considerations 
(Tarnas 1991: 442). This alternative world-view is precisely the deeper 
conceptual and practical shift we need if we are to effectively address the 
social and environmental problems we are facing (see Chapter 6). Tarnas 
alarmingly considered that we have reached a stage in our history that 
‘looks very much like the death of modern man, indeed that looks very 
much like the death of Western man. Perhaps the end of ‘man’ himself is at 
hand’ (Tarnas 1991: 445). But it will take more than a swing from hyper-
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masculinism towards the embrace of more feminine qualities to bring about 
a deep green future. What we need is an integrated modern Western 
masculinities—one that encourages modern Western men to care and to 
become caring.9 
 
Hubris and Hegemony Exposed 
Building on my critical analysis of masculine hubris and hegemony 
introduced above, it is important to further explicate Western masculine 
privilege in the context of sustainability. To adopt the malestream benefits 
on offer, Western men and masculine identities continue to be socialised 
away from their innate capacities to care and be caring towards society, 
Nature and the self.10 But Western maleness need not be the emotionally 
inept or the uncaring identity that is the popular perception. In fact, men’s 
lives are richer, more meaningful, diverse, and longer-lived when they are 
connected to Others. For example: 
 
… men who are high in emotional intelligence are socially poised, outgoing and 
cheerful, not prone to fearless or worried rumination. They have a noticeable 
capacity for commitment to people or causes, for taking responsibility, and for 
having an ethical outlook; they are sympathetic and caring in their relationships. 
Their emotional life is rich, but appropriate; they are comfortable with themselves, 
others, and the social universe they live in (Goleman 1995: 45).  
 
Indeed, as the looming concerns for social and environmental wellbeing 
become more obvious, we are being drawn towards an ‘ecological 
intelligence’ that combines our cognitive skills of pattern recognition with 
our innate ability to care for all life: 
 
Today’s threats demand that we hone a new sensibility, the capacity to recognize the 
hidden web of connections between human activity and nature’s systems and the 
subtle complexities of their intersections. This awakening to new possibilities must 
result in a collective eye opening, a shift in our most basic assumptions and 
perceptions, one that will drive changes in commerce and industry as well as in our 
individual actions and behaviours (Goleman 2009: 43). 
 
It is important to stress that term ‘ecological’ as it is used here referred to an 
intimate understanding of the life and our niche within it, while 
‘intelligence’ referred to our capacity to learn and adapt to environmental 
stimuli so that we can deal effectively with the changes that are occurring 
(Goleman 2009: 43). This ‘new sensibility’ towards a heightened 
intelligence requires a combined internal and external awakening. We can 
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gain considerable benefits by developing a high level of emotional and 
ecological intelligence. Yet this new sensibility continues to be the 
exception rather than the rule—especially for Western men. Western 
malestreams are not socialised towards supporting a masculine expression 
of self that prioritises care and caring towards all Others and self.  
 
This reveals the heart of the matter. The issue is not whether men are able to 
express care or to be caring. Rather, men are socialised to be discerning 
about when and how they can care and be caring. Western societies give 
men permission to have a utilitarian approach towards their families, 
communities, the State and even the Earth. Take for example patriotism (or 
caring for one’s nation in opposition to Others), militarism (caring so deeply 
for a cause or for one’s country at risk of one’s own death or the death of 
Others), xenophobia (or caring for one’s people in opposition to Others), 
protecting and providing (or caring about one’s family), loyalty to employer 
(or caring about one’s fiscal security), supporting a team, (or caring about 
one’s chosen sport), or drafting environmental policy as a minister’s advisor 
(or caring about the environment). These are just some of the ways that men 
can express care and caring beyond the self. Indeed, stories abound of men 
going above and beyond the call of duty, often at great risk to themselves in 
order to ensure that those they feel care for and express caring towards can 
flourish (McPhedran 2005). However, they are not encouraged to care 
deeply and profoundly for the Other or for themselves. 
 
Care and Caring, or Death? 
The choice then, is clear. Either, we preserve business as usual where self-
interest generates maximum individual profit in the short-term, guaranteeing 
the exhaustion of the Earth’s limited resources. Or we can allow ourselves 
to care and become more caring towards the Earth, for the sake of present 
and future generations of all life, but also for the sake of the Earth itself. At 
this point in human history there is little middle ground. In the context of 
growing human population and the increasing demand for middle class 
lifestyles, we can no longer afford the reformist approach of mixing and 
matching human self-interest while extending and managing natural 
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resource exploitation. We must embrace a deep green future. But adopting 
such a transformative perspective is no simple matter. Malestream 
conditioning does not encourage men to stop, pull Others close to 
themselves, and care for them intimately. They are not encouraged to view 
the global commons as having immediate relevance to the self. Rather they 
are immersed in a Cartesian pragmatism that posits the Earth as an 
instrument ripe for exploitation and men as the principal beneficiaries of its 
available wealth. Men are encouraged to localise their care and caring in 
exchange for the benefits that they gain from malestream social 
constructions. These benefits are commonly accompanied by isolation on 
the local and regional scales where the implications of success for the 
individual are collapsed into ‘big-picture’ visions of material flourishing. In 
these instances, the masculine self is swallowed up by broader end goals, as 
men are seen as the principal vehicles to attain these systemic rewards.  
 
Of course men, like women, care and are caring (for further discussion of 
the selfish versus selfless nature of humanity debated by primatologists, 
palaeoanthropologists and anthropologists, see Appendix A). Humans are 
not: 
 
... solely loving, but neither are we inevitably brutish. We are not solely rational 
beings whose good intentions determine our actions, but neither are we blindly 
controlled by hidden and selfish agendas that we can never hope to access or 
change. Probing the deep roots of our ambivalent and aggressive response to nature 
can help mitigate feelings of hatred towards it (Roach 2003: 5). 
 
However, for Western men, extending care and caring towards society, the 
Earth and the self is often dependent upon perceived reciprocity—if 
extended at all (Bradley 1999: 183).11  
 
In general, the permitted expressions of care and caring operate hubristically 
and reinforce hegemonic societal arrangements that preserve malestream 
privilege before all other forms of masculine identity, women or non-human 
Nature. Horrocks (1994: 1) noted that in exchange for dominance, 
traditional masculine identities suffer emptiness, impotence, and rage along 
with feeling abused, unacknowledged and victimised, typically resulting in 
what he summarised to as ‘emotional autism, emptiness and despair’. This 
 150 
shallow care and caring comes at the cost of full humanness for men and has 
damaging consequences for society and Nature as well. Compare this with 
stereotypical feminine expressions of care that encourage an oppositional 
demeanour. Women are socialised to perform domestic duties, nurture 
Others, develop an awareness of one’s body and adorn the self, be selfless, 
sensual, relational, and community-oriented and express vulnerability. 
Again, this is to name just a few of the common characteristics of the 
socially sanctioned emotional intelligences that are typically associated with 
women.12 These stereotypes are dehumanising for both women and men and 
are profoundly disempowering for both genders but in different ways. For 
men, malestream norms erode full humanness by accentuating their 
emotional isolation from Others. For women, malestream norms strip away 
their dignity as equal human beings. Sexism has socialised men towards 
roles as oppressors and women towards roles as the oppressed, effectively 
securing the master position of modern Western maleness where both 
genders ultimately lose (hooks 2004a). In the context of sustainability, the 
absence of gendered debates within the discourse reinforces these prescribed 
roles rendering reformist or weak sustainability masculine, and positioned in 
opposition against transformational or strong sustainability as feminine. 
 
Adding complexity to the issue, men live with the foreboding threat of lost 
privileges and the possibility of reprimand for failing to conform to 
malestream norms. Wearing care and caring for all Others as overt aspects 
of one’s masculinity is readily judged to be ‘effeminate’, undermines the 
primacy of Western maleness, and tends to be most present in non-hetero-
normative men (who identify or live lives as gays, queers, transgendereds or 
bisexuals), politically radical men (social and environmental justice activists 
who are intentionally working towards liberation from the oppression of 
women and non-human Nature), profeminist scholars (who take heed of the 
lessons of feminism to stand shoulder to shoulder with women in the fight 
for gender equality), or spiritual men (who renounce the privileges of the 
material world in pursuit of ethereal oneness). These men represent the most 
visible masculine groups within Western society who challenge malestream 
norms; they can experience gender reprimanded for doing through lost job 
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opportunities, verbal abuse, ostracism, violent bashings and even death. 
Such men contradict the internalised superiority of Western malestreams, 
readily wed their public and private expressions of care and caring and are 
being called to consciously integrate their thinking, feeling and intuitive 
selves. Indeed, such expressions of maleness can more readily support the 
liberation of women and non-human Nature from the internalised 
superiorisation of modern Western maleness. Such men become 
concurrently individuated, familial, communal, and socially immersed. But 
they are also marginalised from the malestream; their alternative ways of 
being, thinking and doing maleness are subject to daring threats of 
reprimand that take the powerful behaviourally modifying and constraining 
form of ridicule. To be male and extend one’s care and caring towards all 
Others from a position of mutual respect that would best support a deep 
green future is inhibited by the prospect of being labelled ‘unmanly’, a 
‘wuss’, a ‘sissy’, a ‘fag’, a ‘mamma’s boy’ or worst of all insults; a ‘girl’ 
(Katz and Jhally 1999). This restrictive gender stereotyping builds potent 
barriers to prevent men from engaging in transformational sustainability, 
encourages the concealment of their sensitivities behind a veneer of 
internalised superiority and, as I have maintained, lays at the heart of the 
social and environmental problems that inhibit the preservation of current 
and future generations of all life.13 
 
We have explored some of the reasons why ecological considerations have 
to-date been omitted from the masculinities discourse in order to awaken a 
new kind of maleness that is compatible with the strong, deep and 
paradigmatically transformational ethics of sustainability. We have also 
examined the sustainability discourse in order to demonstrate that a deep 
green future requires transformative systemic approaches to human/Nature 
exchanges. However, to effectively achieve this, we must explore the 
conceptual conditions that make this transformative or deep green future 
possible. It is for this reason that I turn to the ecophilosophical discourse 
next. 
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Caring for the Earth: The Three Main Subfields of 
Environmental Thought  
… unless far-reaching changes do occur … in authoritarian political and 
socioeconomic arrangements … modernity’s attempt to gain wealth and 
security through technological control over Nature could trigger off 
ecological catastrophes capable of destroying humankind and much of 
the rest of terrestrial life. 
(Zimmerman 1994: 3) 
 
Men commonly find themselves in powerful leadership positions in the 
local, regional and international affairs, where they are well placed to 
address social and environmental concerns. However, they also frequently 
assume these roles within malestream conventions, demonstrating hubris 
and emboldening hegemonic social arrangements that benefit some (largely 
select men) to the detriment of most Others. The resulting policies and 
praxes are commonly life destroying rather than life preserving, indicating a 
fundamental lack of ecological sensitivity, both literally and metaphorically. 
As indicated above, public policy and praxes have resulted in reformist and 
short-term or ‘shallow’ approaches to social and ecological crises; we are 
yet to witness a transformational or deep green approach to sustainability. 
Manifesting a conceptual transformation of the human/Nature relationship, 
which assures a healthy future for all life on Earth, has been a principal task 
of many ecophilosophers. 
 
Ecophilosophy has played a crucial role in facilitating some of the most 
vocal and comprehensive analyses and responses to our societal and 
ecological problems. The discourse (also used interchangeably with the 
terms ‘environmental philosophy’, ‘ecoethics’ or ‘environmental ethics’) 
facilitates debates about the philosophical implications of aesthetics, 
religion, science, economics, and politics (Armstrong and Botzler 1993: 
xv).14 Ecophilosophers explore questions about the value of Nature, human 
needs and our roles and responsibilities to care and be caring towards each 
other and the Earth. The underlying vision is one of preserving and 
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protecting the health and wellbeing of all life. Ecophilosophy guides the 
ways we perceive the nonhuman world and helps us clarify our place within 
it. Many contributors to the discourse emphasise the importance of 
immersing ourselves within non-human Nature, prompting us to experience 
ourselves as part of and interconnected with the plethora of living systems 
that support life.  
 
Like masculinities theory, ecophilosophy reflects a wide number of 
conversations about how we ought to engage with each other and with the 
Earth. I acknowledge three key ecophilosophical conversations that have 
guided my thinking on men, Nature and caring, which I refer to as the ‘three 
main subfields of environmental thought’. They are: deep ecology, social 
ecology and ecological feminism. While there are another six influential 
conversations that have played less significant roles in the formulation of 
this dissertation (specifically: systems thinking, inclusionality thinking, 
stewardship theology, Gaia theory, ecopsychology, bioregionalism), they 
have been omitted from this discussion for the sake of brevity.  
 
I consider the three main subfields of environmental thought to be 
particularly insightful and comprehensive conversations within the 
ecophilosophical discourse. Each has gained much ground on the many 
complexities that must be addressed in order to truly bridge the gap between 
humanity and Nature.  
 
Interestingly, and despite their respective levels of comprehensiveness, the 
three main subfields of environmental thought do not offer specific 
guidance for an ecologised masculinities theory. Consistent with my 
suggestion that ecological concerns are virtually absent from masculinities 
theory, and gender studies are virtually absent from sustainability, I also 
note that the ecophilosophical discourse appears to be similarly devoid of a 
specific focus on masculinities concerns, except in reference to 
problematising modern Western maleness. Consequently, I will argue below 
that ecological masculinism must step in behind the important contributions 
of the three main subfields of environmental thought by initiating a new 
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conversation in ecophilosophy, providing solutions to the social and 
ecological problems we face that are specifically considerate of and relevant 
to modern Western men and masculinities. Before proceeding, I note that 
ecophilosophy does give currency to gender issues; note the considerable 
references to gender politics through the contributions of my (to a lesser 
extent) social ecological predecessors, as well as the extensive consideration 
of gender/Nature issues address by ecological feminists. Comparatively, 
deep ecology has largely avoided adopting gender debates within its core 
tenets except where called to account on this point by some scholars (Salleh 
1993, Mathews 1994, Hallen 1999).  
 
Social ecology can be credited for raising concerns about gender politics in 
ways that helped to steer society towards ‘ecologically sensitive 
collectives’. That discourse addresses the inequalities between the genders 
and supported the possibility of liberation of all peoples from the sexist and 
Nature destroying traditions of masculine norms. By comparison, ecological 
feminists centralise gender considerations by constructing pointed critiques 
of the mutual oppression of women and Nature by a male-dominated 
world.15 I believe that both social ecology and ecological feminism correctly 
call men to account in their respective pursuits of a deep green future, and 
as a consequence, the gender politics advocated by both have become 
particularly useful in helping me formulate my ecologised masculinities 
theory. Deep ecology also provides some important insights in the 
formulation of an ecologised masculinities theory, prioritising the notion of 
intrinsic value16 and the pluralisation of personal praxes as essential aspects 
of a contemplative and respectful embrace of all Others and the self. For this 
reason, I consider deep ecology to be a cornerstone of the ecologised 
masculinities theory I propose as well.    
 
The diverse views within these discourses have matured into an at-times 
hotly contested suite of conversations about the most appropriate ways we 
ought to bridge the gap between humanity and Nature. Chapter 3 does not 
aim to revisit these well-tilled debates. This task has been performed by 
other scholars much more comprehensively than I am able to do here (for 
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example, see: Naess 1973, Sale 1983, Bookchin 1987b: 4-5, Bookchin 
1988: 11-29, Salleh 1992, Zimmerman 1994, Glasser 1995, Clark 1996, 
Salleh 1996, Mellor 1997, Drengson 1999, Hallen 1999, Glazebrook 2002, 
Naess 2003, Salleh 2006, Biehl 2009). Instead, I highlight the points of 
convergence between the three main subfields of environmental thought, 
which collectively encourage the rise of: 
 
... nonauthoritarian, nonoppressive, non-hierarchical, “postmodern” societies in 
which free, playful, decentered, heterogeneous people live in small, bioregionally 
oriented, technically efficient, democratic, ecologically sound communities’ 
(Zimmerman 1994: 6). 
 
 
I pay particular homage to these foundational conversations about the 
human/Nature relationship. Deep ecology (which addresses the spiritual and 
self-reflexive aspects of the human/Nature relationship), social ecology 
(which addressed the social implications of environmentalism), and 
ecological feminism (which addresses the mutual oppression of women and 
Nature by Western malestreams) have contributed most significantly and 
play major roles in shaping our path towards a deep green future. Each has 
also had some considerable theoretical influences on the sustainability 
discourse discussed above, and play similar foundational roles in the 
construction of the masculine ecologisation process defined in Chapter 6.  
 
I begin my fuller exploration of ecophilosophy with an analysis of deep 
ecology. 
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Earth as the Self  
… the world participates in that which I feel, and the other way about. 
The world and I are not that far apart, perhaps not even by so much as a 
millimetre. I have no very clear idea what are the limits of the self; 
perhaps it flows out and expands, or contracts within. It is never the 
same. It seems more like a flow than anything solid. Is the diversity of 
feelings that I register only within myself, as if in a kind of box? Is 
consciousness like some sort of container with pictures of external 
things? That seems nonsensical to me, like an alienation of the world 
out there and a degradation of the great flow of consciousness. 
(Naess 2002: 23) 
 
Industrialisation in the West accelerated rapidly after WWII. And while the 
enthusiasm for growth was understandable and appropriate in rebuilding a 
tattered world, the accelerated consumption of natural resources resulted in 
widespread pollution, as well as a blatant disregard for the impact of human 
activities on non-human life. This ecocidal approach to Nature as ‘resource’ 
gave rise to a global environmental movement that split into two schools of 
thought that were the forerunners to reform and transformational 
sustainability discussed above: a shallow business-as-usual approach and a 
deeper or ‘total view’ of life (Naess 2005a: 24-25).17 In the former context, 
a valuative and instrumental approach to Nature kept pace with Western 
tradition, placing human needs and wants at the centre of our use of natural 
resources, and was accompanied by a belief that human ingenuity would fix 
any trouble that might emerge ahead. Further, this ‘shallow’ 
environmentalism attempted to address global problems by mandating less 
polluting industries, recycling, slowing population growth, and encouraging 
respectful use of natural resources (Naess 2005a: 24). But as populations 
continued to rise and the balance between industrial supply and consumer 
demand failed to remain within sustainable limits. This shallow approach 
became insufficient, having short-term socio-economic benefits at a terrible 
cost to the health and integrity of not only the ecological systems upon 
which we depend, but also on human societies as well, which have long 
been dependent upon this extractive approach to Nature’s bounties. Growth 
has been good for some, but has also proven to be devastating for most 
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Others; a human-centered environmentalism has proved to be conceptually 
and practically flawed (Daly 1996: 1).  
 
As a consequence of the post-War environmental movement, biocentric 
rather than anthropocentric approaches to the human/Nature relationship 
began to emerge. Biocentrism acknowledged the full richness and diversity 
of life, and paved the ways for a deep green or ‘deep ecology’ movement to 
arise in the early 1970’s (Naess 1973, Drengson 1992).18 As an avid 
supporter of the deep ecology movement, Alan Drengson (1997: 2) noted 
that deep ecology:  
 
... aims to reopen the conversation with nature and between communities of 
beings that has been largely interrupted by certain developments in modern 
industrial society. As a way to an ecologically sound life it involves three 
elements: experience, practice and theory. 
 
Rather than prioritising human needs and wants over the vital needs of non-
human Others, deep ecology subscribes to a belief in the intrinsic value of 
all life, effectively placing human beings on an equal footing with the rest of 
Nature. Deep ecology aims to uncover a thoughtful environmentalism that 
accommodates the vital needs of all Others, human and other-than-human 
alike (Rothenberg 1993: 129, 145). This deeper environmental discourse 
encourages us to acquire ‘a feeling for Nature that sees the environmental 
crisis as a symptom of a psychological or spiritual ailment that afflicts 
modern humanity in technological societies’ (Seed 2006: 96). Deep ecology 
explores the ways we think about and interact with Others, with the intent of 
creating a balanced human/Nature relationship (Devall 1988: 11). The 
discourse gave rise to a practice in mindfulness that subverts 
anthropocentrism with biocentrism.19 It advocates a more humble world-
view than has been the malestream norm, placing humanity as one amongst 
the multitude of Others that inhabit the Earth instead of master over the 
Earth. Deep ecology encourages us to act accordingly. Deep ecology has 
now become both a philosophical and an action-oriented approach to the 
ways humans engage with the Earth. It is philosophically derived, ethically 
transformative, and guides actions to assure the honouring of non-human 
life. 
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As a pioneering ecophilosophical discourse, the deep ecology movement 
arose from spiritual, literary and social/scientific lineages. Firstly, Native 
American traditions, Buddhist and Taoist philosophies, Christian principles, 
the Yogic and Vedantic philosophies of the Bhagavad-Gita, as well as pre-
Socratic spiritualities of European paganism formed the spiritual basis of 
deep ecology. It was also shaped by the philosophies of Benedict Spinoza, 
Immanuel Kant, Ralph Waldo Emerson, Henry David Thoreau, Walt 
Whitman, Henri Bergson, Alfred North Whitehead, John Muir, Robinson 
Jeffers, Aldo Leopold, Carl Jung, Erich Fromm, Rachel Carson and Gary 
Snyder (some of the most vocal and widely renowned Western champions 
of inner and outer wellbeing).20 Further, and indicative of the Western 
context from which it was derived, the deep ecology movement drew its 
third influence from the studies of ecology, autopoiesis,21 Gaia theory, 
systems thinking, and Gestalt psychology. These three influential lineages 
of deep ecology have been examined through the lens of the Western 
philosophical tradition of logical inquiry, generating both conceptual and 
practical guidelines for a deep global environmental movement.  
 
Deep Thinker: Naess the Man  
Deep ecology grew out of the deep thinking of its founder, the 
‘swashbuckling’ Norwegian philosopher Arne Naess (27 January 1912 – 12 
January 2009) (Whitaker 2006: 113). Naess’s refusal to follow a singular 
path of inquiry was shaped by his life’s mission to ‘see how bad things are 
and still be able to smile at them … [as] the most solid kind of joy’ 
(Rothenberg 1993: 84). Naessean deep ecology is characteristically 
philosophical:  
 
... it is the articulation of the basic norms within the ecological movement and an 
application of my analytical training to talk in a bureaucratic way. Not to inspire, 
show style, or be poetic. I leave that to the artists (Naess cited in Rothenberg 1993: 
133).  
 
Naess suggested that humans do not have the right to reduce richness and 
diversity of life, but must only draw from the Earth’s resources in order to 
satisfy vital needs—those that maintain life and give it deeper meaning. He 
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encouraged us to achieve this through the rigors of reason rather than the 
whims of emotional tumult—a distinction that reflected Naess the man to a 
tee.  
 
Naess’s austere Panzercharakter22 reflected the strong Scandinavian 
premium placed on logic. His deep love of Nature and an enduring sense of 
youthful play were minimalist, phlegmatic, aloof and independent 
(McKibben cited in Naess 2002: ix-x). Naess also had a keen sense of the 
power of connectivity; with his approach of Gandhian non-violence, he was 
renowned for making friends of potential adversaries— from Nazis to 
academic naysayers (Drengson 1997: 2). Naess was a living paradox. He 
was predictable and evasive, wise and youthful, grounded in the Earth and 
nymph-like. He went to inordinate lengths to divest himself of the drama of 
daily life in order to contemplate the Zen of dishwashing or the anguish of a 
dying flea (Naess cited in Rothenberg 1993: 67, 108, and Naess 1995: 14). 
He considered emotional whims to be the stuff of non-philosophers who 
sought out distractions from the inevitable pain of thinking (Naess cited in 
Rothenberg 1993). And he argued that one must face and contemplate that 
pain, since it was associated with the solidity of an unnerved inner calm or 
‘serenity within oneself’, which—he believed—Nature could best help each 
of us find within, especially during the impressionable years between ages 
five and fifteen (Naess 2002: 13, 21, 85).23  
 
Naess’s embodiment of reason brought him fully into the present (Naess 
cited in Rothenberg 1993: 6-9). He pragmatically reflected on an 
inescapably plural reality of ‘concrete contents’, which made up a single 
norm that he referred to as a ‘total view’ of living Others (Naess 2002: xi-
xii, Glasser cited in Naess 2002: xvii-xviii, Naess 2008: 120-121, 159). For 
Naess, this was ‘Self-realization!’ in situ; a process that would enable the 
vital needs of all living beings to come into our consciousness in ways that 
were consistent with the ecological maxim that ‘everything hangs together’ 
(Naess 1986b, Drengson 1997: 2-3).24 In our respective journeys towards 
this Naessean Self-Realization! we would extend the utmost respect, 
responsibility and care towards all life on Earth (Drengson cited in Naess 
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2008: 41, and Naess 2008: 84, 101). Take, for example, Alan Drengson’s 
(2010: 29) observation that ‘Naess thought that our sense of identification 
can be extended through care, to include a more complete ecological Self. 
We do this by giving full attention to the things and beings in our 
surroundings’. Naess conceptualised Self-realization! as the pull to 
understand ‘the being from which one proceeds’ as an integral part of 
universal oneness (Anker 1998). Through Self-realization! the individual 
would acquire an intimate awareness of the ‘Self’ as Nature, beyond the 
individual ‘self’; an awakening of ecologised wisdom that would emerge 
through the struggle to live a liberated life in communion with all Others. 
Drengson (1997: 5) suggested that this could be accomplished in practical 
terms by identifying with other living things, cultivating care and affection 
towards them, and achieving these imperatives in an infinite number of 
ways, which are deeply transpersonal, psychological, and individually 
acquired (also see: Maslow 1965, Wilber 1986, Fox 1990, Roszak 1992, 
Clinebell 1996).25 
 
While strongly reliant on austere rationality, deep ecology does somewhat 
attend to human emotions. Naess sought deeper ecological wisdom by 
nurturing the positive aspects of emotional intelligence. He encouraged this 
through ‘a broader, richer form of reason that incorporates love, 
compassion, and identification with all life’, suggesting that a mutually 
reinforcing symbiotic relationships between the rational and emotional 
selves was essential for the healthiest of human ontologies, which Naess 
referred to as Self Realization! (Glasser in Naess 2005a: xxiii).26  In this 
way, we could achieve ecological wisdom by listening to both reason and 
emotion concurrently, rather than seeing the two in conflict with each other. 
Naess claimed that: 
 
If anything is to be rational ... it must not conflict with what a human being has 
adopted in his heart of hearts, both as an individual and a member of society. At this 
level mature feelings and reason come together. Reason loses its function where 
there is no motivation, and motivation is absent where there are no feelings either 
for or against (Naess 2002: 3-4). 
 
However, the dominant force in the equation was Naess’s power of reason. 
He aspired to turn negative feelings into real happiness by rationally 
 161 
communing with the Earth. This deference to the powers of the mind was 
designed to reach the full potential of the human individual as a creative 
vital force—a Naessean version of the Maslovian aim of achieving self-
actualization mentioned in Chapter 1; a Naessean opportunity to reach ‘full 
humanness’. In seeking this Self-realization! Naess sought the Spinozian 
notion of pleasure at other’s pleasure, sadness at other’s sadness. His 
approach reflected a love for Nature that resulted in positive feelings or 
active emotions that activated our greatest capacity to care for Others as an 
integral part of ourselves (Naess 2002: 2, 9, Naess 2008: 84).27 In defining 
the conceptual and practical aspects of my view of ecological masculinism, 
I acknowledge the important influences of deep ecology. The eight-point 
platform of deep ecology and its practical implications are both relevant to 
this dissertation.28 These guiding principles enabled me to formulate the five 
precepts of ecological masculinism, which I discuss in Chapter 6 and in this 
way the deep ecology principles form an important foundation of my work, 
insisting on a pluralistic approach to the praxes that follow Naess’s 
Ecosophy T. 29  
 
There is no specific or prescribed ecosophy in a Naessian deep ecology. 
Rather, Naess advocated an ecological wisdom for every person who steps 
towards Self-realization! for all beings through their individualised deep 
engagement with non-human Nature (Drengson 1992, Drengson 1999). 
Alan Drengson and Bill Devall (2010: 58) described this Naessean 
pluralism thus: 
 
... Naess was doing something more subtle than many thought. He was not putting 
forth a single worldview and philosophy of life that everyone should adhere to in 
support of the international ecology movement. Instead, he is making an empirical 
claim based on overwhelming evidence that global social movements, from the 
grass roots up, consist of people with very diverse religious, philosophical, cultural, 
and personal orientations. Nonetheless, they can agree on certain courses of action 
and certain broad principles, especially at the international level. As supporters of a 
given movement, they treat one another with mutual respect. 
 
Consequently, Naess requested the individual to add his or her unique suffix 
to their personal and unique ecosophy as a distinguishing identity. Naess 
illustrated and explained the ecosophy process in his widely cited ‘Apron 
Diagram’ (Clark 1996: 196, Drengson 1997: 3, Drengson 2001: 5, Naess 
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2003: 270, Drengson 2005: 35, Naess 2005a: 75-83, Naess 2005b: 63-64, 
Notario 2006: 108, Devall 2010: 5, Drengson and Devall 2010: 61) (see 
endnote 5). Elaborating on Naess’ Ecosophy T, Anker (1998) suggested that 
the ecosophised human was on the path to reaching ‘an adequate 
understanding of his or her being-in-nature, an understanding that may be 
seen … as an epistemological re-entry into creative nature’. Ecosophy T 
enabled the individual to develop norms that served as a moral guide for 
daily life. An ecosopher would in these ways also come to recognise the 
non-accidental necessity to rise above any norm by reaching an inner unity 
that perceived the non-separate whole as a mosaic of parts—in other words 
to prioritise the Self-realized! self as Nature in the human form (Spinoza 
cited in Anker 1998: 2-3; also see Seed et al. 1988).  
 
I emphasise these embodied elements of deep ecology for a specific reason. 
According to Naess and his followers, an individual ecosophy is acquired 
through the positive feelings about Nature that emerge from communing 
with a familiar locale on one’s own terms. This self who interpenetrates 
with the localised aspects of the collective whole acquires a respectful and 
caring degree of thinking and action consistent with the positive feelings 
Naess attached to Nature immersion. His deeper approach to the 
human/Nature relationship extended towards that place as a living and 
friendly entity unto itself. The practice of extending care to a place is a 
guiding practice of Naess’s Ecosophy T. In fact, Naess argued explicitly that 
there was enough care and caring to go around for all life, without 
detracting from human vital needs: 
 
It is possible to extend care, reinforce it, and cultivate it. Care is not constant or 
immutable. It is for that reason that I have proposed the motto “Extended care for 
nonhuman beings, deepened care for human beings.” The latter is a reminder that 
there are people living in completely unacceptable destitution, not only ordinary 
poverty. Everywhere there is deprivation that must be eradicated … Such 
deprivation is simply unacceptable (Naess 2002: 107).  
 
In this sense, the Naessean formulation of deep ecology was positively 
emotive and supports us to take great care and be intentionally caring 
towards all life. Naess’s ecologised identity or ‘ecological self’ represented 
an internal state of being, achieved by the individual through various 
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identifications with one’s surroundings (Naess 1986a: 3, Naess 1986b). The 
ecological self was constructed on the belief that we have been in, of, and 
for Nature, from our very beginning and this ‘naturally and beautifully 
follows norms of strict environmental ethics’ [original emphasis], resulting 
in community therapies that heal our relations with all living beings (Seed et 
al. 1988: 29, Naess 1995: 14). I have intentionally followed Naess’s 
directive in my preliminary formulation of ecological masculinism. An 
important lesson to be drawn from deep ecology is its attention to the 
individual and the universal, the subject and the object, the ego and the 
metaphysical, reason and emotion—concurrently. Naess’s Self-realization! 
was not an abstract exercise. Rather, it was  ‘grounded in a recognition of 
the metaphysical fact of interconnectedness’ that we cannot avoid, even if 
we attempt to deny our presence in the universal wholeness of life 
(Mathews 1991: 148).  
 
An Ecosophy for Men?  
As noted above, deep ecology’s relevance to my emerging notion of 
ecological masculinism is worthy of further investigation. I firstly 
acknowledge that deep ecology has provided a template for me to develop 
some key insights and strategies in order to ecologise modern Western men 
and masculine identities (see Chapter 6). Secondly, given Naess’s many 
explorations of both the philosophical and activist approaches to deep 
ecology and his pluralistic approach to ecological wisdom, I wondered: why 
bother formulating a new discourse in ecophilosophy specifically designed 
for Western males? Did deep ecology not adequately cover all the bases in 
helping to shift human perceptions about Nature from a utilitarian and 
reformist to a transformational world-view steeped in intrinsic value for 
life? Thirdly, does deep ecology not adequately accommodate personal 
curiosities such as the gender-sensitive ecosophy or concerns with 
masculinities that are central to the arguments I make here? Fourthly, is it 
not also possible that deep ecology (being such a broad ‘church’) addresses 
equanimity between people and place, culture and class backgrounds, sexual 
orientation and the like, in ways that adequately contradict the oppressive 
binaries of modern Western malestreams?30 Surely, the fundamental 
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premises of this dissertation could be considered my particular rendition of 
deep ecological principles and praxes given its pluralistic nature—which 
addresses the intersecting terrain between men’s studies, sustainability and 
ecophilosophy. In response to these questions, I note that ecological 
masculinism is indeed Paul Pulé’s ecosophy in the deep ecological sense.  
However, the principles and praxes that I flesh out here are designed to 
address some shortcomings of the ecophilosophical discourse; in reference 
to deep ecology, I offer a specific focus on the male/Nature nexus that is 
lost in the metanarrative of Ecosophy T, making the need for a fresh 
discourse focused specifically on men, masculinities and Nature 
necessary.31 With this in mind, I felt it prudent to make such a distinction by 
initiating a new discourse with a clearly defined focus that comes in behind 
deep ecology, along with social ecology and ecological feminism, and 
addresses the unique needs and perspectives of modern Western maleness. 
 
It is understandable that Naess avoided paying particular attention to the 
gendered aspects of social and environmental justice. His thinking was 
instead levelled at the much broader and deeper horizon of the 
human/Nature relationship. Perhaps in his view, it was less necessary to 
dwell on the minutiae of social inequities when all persons are potential 
friends, even if they engage as adversary, or find themselves in starkly 
different positions to that of a Naessean Ecosophy T? For those that had 
some emotional charge around issues such as gender or for that matter class, 
race, sexual orientation etc. (particularly social ecologists and ecological 
feminists), Naess’s ecosophical process posited an alternative total view that 
was deficient in many fundamental ways. While it has been and continues to 
be a profoundly beneficial philosophy of human nature and our relationships 
with and responsibilities to wider Nature, Ecosophy T did not claim to seek 
specific insights about the significance of gender politics in the social and 
ecological problems we now face. Naess’s Self-Realization! was 
fundamentally biocentric, his formulation of deep ecology did not dwell on 
the significance of gender politics in eroding the fecundity of life on 
Earth—this was for him one of a myriad symptoms of anthropocentrism, 
rather than its cause. Partly because of these limitations in his Ecosophy T, 
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Naess opened a door to my work, which builds on his substantial and 
valuable grounded theories. In effect, it can be claimed that this dissertation 
is indeed deep ecological (as much as it is social ecological and ecologically 
feminist, which I will attest momentarily). And through these various 
influences, I have chosen, in this instance as a reflection of my deep 
ecological Ecosophy P, to focus my attention on a deep view of the 
relationship between men, masculine identities and Nature, which I have 
termed ecological masculinism. From this perspective, the fundamental 
premises of this dissertation do not attempt to replicate Naess’s imperatives 
but rather aim to reach beyond their sound foundations in a direction that is 
specifically focused on men, masculinities and Nature, since: 
 
... we cannot resolve the environmental crisis by imposing a single ecological 
worldview on every Earth dweller. This approach is unsound for many reasons. 
There is not time. It will not work. Most importantly, it is wrong to try to force 
people to hold a certain worldview or religion. Moreover, diversity adds to the 
richness and goodness of our lives and to the richness of planet Earth (Drengson 
2001: 7).  
 
Thus, while the scope for masculine ‘ecosophisation’ (in the deep ecological 
sense) could be defined within deep ecology, issues of malestream 
masculinities did not gain focal parlance in the fundamental premises 
published by Naess and others as deep ecologists—and it is this limitation 
that I aim to correct by declaring the need for a unique and distinct 
masculine ecologisation. The impact of this omission is not to be 
underestimated—men and masculinities issues which are—arguably—the 
very individuals that need to be ecologised the most, have been omitted 
from specific consideration in being guided towards proactive 
‘ecosophisation’ within the voluminous literature about deep ecology. 
Masculine ecologisation as I posit it here aims to clarify and support the 
need for additional ecosophic framing that addresses the need for 
ecologisation of men and masculinities in particular.  
 
There is a further concern about the limitations of deep ecology to also 
address. I have demonstrated previously that men generally struggle with 
isolation. Consequently, a non-gender-specific and solitary, rational 
ecosophical processes such as that developed by supporters of deep ecology 
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can occur to some men either consciously or subconsciously a rehearsal of 
elements of men’s oppression, making its application in their particular 
context either more difficult to adopt or a reinforcement of traditional 
conventions of masculinity that all too easily dovetail with the 
Panzercharakter that characterises modern Western malestreams; to isolate 
on a mountain top, commune and contemplate with Nature, and divest one’s 
self from one’s community of intimate human relations in doing so, would 
be to operate, at least to some degree, within the parameters of malestream 
norms. Indeed, my reading of Naessean biographies suggest that he was, 
like most men, subject to his own variations on the same masculinist themes 
that afflict most modern Western men (Fox 1990, Rothenberg 1993, Glasser 
1999, Naess 2002, Drengson and Devall 2010). This may in fact be one 
reason that deep ecology has declined in significance as the global economy 
of the twenty first century has churned on at the expense of the Earth and 
our communities. Deep ecology’s core tenets have—arguably—struggled to 
challenge the very substance of malestream norms, indeed on some levels 
has actually reinforced them. In other words, deep ecology’s potency may 
have diminished in recent years precisely because it has not specifically 
addressed the ways that men and masculine identities can and must 
ecologise and as a consequence has struggled to recruit and enrol men, 
malestream men in particular—as agents in the transformation of 
malestream norms towards greater ecosophisation. We might therefore 
speculate that Naessean ecosophy is too soft on men’s internalised 
superiorisation and too isolated to tuck in behind men and give them 
support, as men, to relinquish malestream privileges, precisely because his 
particular rendition of deep ecology, his Ecosophy T, is his own, and the 
plight of the Western male was not his specific concern, was his personal 
heritage, and continues to lay at the very foundations of our social and 
ecological crises. Further, to be guided towards an internalised ecosophy as 
an integral aspect of regaining full humanness runs the risk of preaching to 
the converted too much and it is not the converted who need the message of 
ecosophisation as much as it is those who would otherwise go about their 
business obliviously destroying the Earth and oppressing the marginalised 
for personal gain—especially men.32 In this sense, the deep ecology 
 167 
discourse is missing a specific and intentional framework for men 
(malestream men in particular) to ecologise in the plurality of the ways that 
Naess’s sophisticated mechanisms of ecocentricity advocate, making it a 
necessity that ecological masculinism come in behind deep ecology to fill 
this gap. 
 
I reiterate that these critiques of deep ecology are offered in the context of 
acknowledging its crucial—and favourable—contributions to an alternative 
and holistic ‘deep’ environmentalism. However, in alignment with Ariel 
Salleh’s (1984) and Karen Warren’s (1999) critiques of the absence of 
gender awareness in deep ecology, I suggest that deep ecology has left men 
‘out there on their own’ to pursue their ecologisation as a solo venture of 
self-reflection and Self-Realization! For men already struggling with 
isolation, this is in fact more of the same; a reinforcement of some of the 
core symptoms of men’s oppression I have introduced previously.33 As a 
man, Naess gave birth to a movement that reflected his own preferences for 
a solitary ontology that communed with non-human others.34 But his 
writings and actions communicated little about the importance of men in 
particular empathising with all Others and therefore expressing greater care 
towards them—his focus was levelled at the human species rather than 
gendered similarities and differences between men and women.  
 
It may seem harsh to criticise such a prolific and influential philosopher 
who clearly and deeply loved Nature and humanity. Nevertheless, it is 
important to realise that Naess’s Ecosophy T was the work of a philosopher 
blissfully addicted to joy and the quiet solitude of mountains, which he 
paradoxically shared with many others with gregarious delight. His journey 
to the heart was largely a journey through the mind. The strong filter of his 
erudite philosophical brilliance meant that the Naessean embodiment of 
deep ecology did not directly address the Western masculine experience, but 
rather was left for other supporters of the deep ecology movement to 
champion—which I note, none to-date had done. For the purposes of the 
ecologisation of Western men, much was lost in Naess’s translation of deep 
ecology’s principles and praxes. While I acknowledge a deep debt to Naess 
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(and the plethora of deep ecological proponents who have joined in this 
important movement), I do not believe that deep ecology has—to date—
adequately provided the biocentric awakening that is necessary and gender 
specific enough for most Western men. I believe that if we are to protect 
and preserve all life on Earth from human-induced ecocide, we ought be 
sceptical of encouraging men to contemplate and commune in isolation 
from human others. We need a raised awareness of the value and majesty of 
the Earth and its myriad living things. We need to imbed this awareness in 
our psyches. We must then find ways–through the erudite lessons of gender 
studies, sustainability, and ecophilosophy—to subvert the messages of 
multiple generations of malestream norms.  
 
Social ecologists and ecofeminists have broadly agreed that a gender-
sensitive socio-political critique of deep ecology is an essential ingredient in 
addressing its limitations. They have tended to the inequities of a 
malestream world in more direct and confrontational ways than was the case 
for Naess’s interpretations of deep ecology. In this sense, these two other 
members of the three main subfields of environmental thought offer much 
more of a realpolitik35 than deep ecology does in reference to the 
ecologisation of modern Western maleness. Social ecologists and 
ecofeminists argue against the insanities of consumer society and the 
importance of acknowledging gender issues in our pursuit of a deep green 
future. Both discourses maintain that this more frontal and politically 
charged approach to ecologisation is needed if we are to preserve all life on 
Earth. For these reasons, I turn my attention towards these other two 
members of the three main subfields of environmental thought for the 
remainder of this chapter. 
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Giving No Quarter: a Treatise on Social Ecology 
The power of this society to destroy has reached a scale unprecedented 
in the history of humanity—and this power is being used, almost 
systematically, to work an insensate havoc upon the entire world of life 
and its material bases. 
(Bookchin 1980: 35) 
 
There is no panacea to resolve the social and environmental challenges that 
we now face. A multifaceted approach is required, both philosophically and 
practically. This raises a defining question: when we offer our care and 
caring, whose vital needs ought to be prioritised—humans or non-humans? 
For radical proponent and vocal deep ecological supporter and activist, 
Dave Foreman, founder of Earth First! a biocentric perspective took 
precedence over human vital needs.36 This biocentric view provided just 
cause for an ecoactivist society to, in his words, ‘rise up out of the Earth and 
throw itself in front of the juggernaut of destruction, to be antibodies against 
the human pox that’s ravaging this precious beautiful planet’ (Foreman in 
Manes 1990: 84).37 By 1990’s, industrial society had, in Foreman’s view, 
declared war against the Earth, and as a consequence brought into serious 
doubt the effectiveness of—for example—supporting famine prevention for 
the poor or support for their emigration to wealthier parts of the world 
(Foreman 1991a: viii-ix). Foreman’s polemic softened somewhat in the face 
of his critics (see Foreman 1991b: 109).38  
 
Social ecology vehemently contested Foreman’s apparent misanthropic 
championing of biocentrism, along with the entire deep ecology movement. 
And none were more vocal than the firebrand founder of social ecology 
movement, Murray Bookchin. Bookchin considered Foreman’s views (and 
indeed those of deep ecology writ-large) to be: 
 
… vague, formless, self-contradictory, half-digested, ill-informed, muck that was 
nothing more than anti-humanist and crudely eco-brutal la-la, which had pulled 
humanity and the Earth into a bottomless pit of ideological toxicity and navel-gazing 
that caused one to get dizzy with a overwhelming sense of self-righteous 
intoxication (Bookchin 1988: 4).  
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Murray Bookchin (1921-2006) was widely renown in activist circles, 
particularly in the United States. As a libertarian socialist, philosopher, 
unionist, environmental and social justice activists, orator and author, 
Bookchin was positioned within ecophilosophy as an eco-anarchist—a label 
that he came to denounce in 1995. But Bookchin was credited not only as 
the founder of social ecology; he also spoke on a variety of issues pertaining 
to social and environmental justice under the broad subject headings of 
politics, history, environmentalism, community development and human 
affairs. Central to his theses on social and environmental justice was his 
vocal opposition to biocentrism; he advocated instead for the measured 
deindustrialisation and localisation of urban communities under ‘libertarian 
municipalism’, which he described as a form of participatory democracy 
that characterised the radical politics of the Green Left, and which became 
instrumental is the structure and function of a wide array of direct action 
movements bent of achieving social and environmental equality for all life 
on Earth.39  
 
Bookchin was known not only for his erudite capacity to speak to a wide 
variety of pressing social and environmental issues which stoked the cutting 
edge of activists movements throughout the West. He was also unrelenting 
with his politics, quick to schism and unforgiving with those whose views 
veered from his own. It was this last notable characteristic of Bookchin—
the man—that undermined his brilliance, along with the great promise of the 
social ecology movement. His reputation for fiery and vitriolic vetting (even 
within his own ranks) was well justified. He railed against primitivism, 
considered attempts at environmentalism within the confines of capitalism 
an oxymoron he labeled ‘naïvely biocentric’. Effectively, his insights gave 
the Western malestream no quarter; his vision for a libertarian municipalism 
as the prerequisite for ecological liberation of the Earth put men in their 
place in a communal and non-hierarchical world where women could be 
equals at the table of community decision making as well. Indeed, Bookchin 
pointed the finger at malestream norms as the bedfellow of his despised 
capitalist materialism, but his social ecological realpolitik was not 
specifically genderised. For example, he considered the Gaian view of the 
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Earth as a single self-regulating organism to be concocted by ‘intelligent 
fleas’ or ‘natural aliens’ whose ‘goulash of ideas’ he judged to be 
antirational products of academic ‘pornographers’ steeping in ‘bourgeois 
gothic’ that flourished best in the ‘darkness of capitalist barbarism’ 
(Kenway 2007). Social ecology was Bookchin’s conceptual and practical 
remedy to rid the Earth of the rugged individualism that accompanied the 
uncontrollable cancer of capitalism. It was an anti-hierarchical libertarian 
socialist movement, not one of deep gendered analysis. Bookchin ensured 
that social ecology stood on the other side of the discursive fence to the 
likes of Foreman and the deep ecological sojourns of philosophers such as 
Naess. Stepping on from Kropotkin’s (1907) anarchistic legacy, he extolled 
the need for a ‘rounded-libertarian Marxist’ politick that complemented his 
libertarian municipalism, which he also referred to as post-scarcity 
anarchism (Bookchin 1977: 33-54, Bookchin and Biehl 1997: 172-196, 
Biehl 1998, Borden 2001, Eiglad and Bookchin 2007: 12, Tokar 2008, 
White 2008). But he did not make specific mention of the need for a gender 
revolution to accompany his localisation model. Instead, Bookchin rejected 
capitalism’s grow-or-die tyrannies that cultivated corporate domination at 
the expense of humanity and Nature (Kenway 2007).  
 
Paradoxically, and despite of his reputation for polemic vitriol, his 
libertarian municipalities were designed to cultivate love, friendship, shared 
values and the will to support the common good through human freedom 
and cooperation as the only rational path towards a sustainable future (Clark 
1990: 9, and Eiglad and Bookchin 2007: 12). Anything else was—in 
Bookchin’s view—doomed to ‘irrational atavism’ (Kenway 2007). To 
achieve this lofty goal, he emphasised ‘self-realization of persons as free 
social beings’ whose task it was to use communitarian arrangements to 
subsume the psychosis of capitalism (Clark 1990: 9, Bookchin 1990: 205).40  
 
Bookchin aimed to transform the mundane reality of the centralised state 
into a network of localised collectives, beginning by grounding social 
ecology in the philosophy of dialectical naturalism (defined as a form of 
reason that existed in the living world). A primary motivator was to liberate 
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humanity and the Earth from both idealism and materialism. He investigated 
these concepts with tenacious fervour; emphasising naturalistic and 
ecological forms of thinking that were organic and rational as his alternative 
to the reductive nature of capitalist-sponsored modern science. This 
Bookchinian holism offered developmental understandings of reality in the 
vernacular, which the apparent pretence of deep ecology did not (Bookchin 
and Biehl 1997: 209). In short, the philosophy of social ecology was 
designed to ‘ecologise’ the self, others and the resulting constructs of human 
society by firstly prioritising the creation of just human societies as the 
necessary foundations for a broader biocentrism. Social ecology’s resultant 
collectives were, in principle, communities of social equanimity, informed 
by acute socio-political analyses that were class and gender neutral. In other 
words, like deep ecology, social ecology was not only conceptual; it had 
direct practical applications as well. The social ecologist was to embody 
social and environmental justice activism on the broadest of scopes and 
scales, by localising and decentralising, and in doing so would veer away 
from prescribed and malestream ontologies in order to prioritise and activate 
an acute capacity for critical analysis and thereby revolutionary fervour. 
 
Social ecology has survived Bookchin’s passing (he died of congestive heart 
failure on 30 July, 2006 at age 85 years), but has not flourished. It rightly 
continues to recognise that humanity dominates Nature because humans 
dominate humans (Bookchin 1987a: 71). The movement maintains that 
through the theatre of capitalism, human oppression of otherised humans 
and non-human Nature rehearses and then acts out oppressions upon 
humans and Nature similarly, causing much harm in its wake. The 
alternatives offered have been socialist inspired, but have failed to take hold 
as a viable alternative to post-industrial capitalism. It is therefore reasonable 
to presume that social ecology generated a well-intended counter-capitalist 
alternative that held great promise but lost much in its delivery and 
applications.  
 
The rhetoric of the social ecology movement did not align with its intended 
outcomes.41 Bookchin did not account for the impact of his big-spirited and 
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ego-driven and charismatic leadership on the relationships between people 
within the movement. Collectives, like the social ecology movement as an 
ideological counter-capitalist community, were rocked by interpersonal 
politics that fractured the movement and weakened its significance in 
broader society (Biehl 2007, White 2008, Biehl 2009).42 One might then 
argue that in the context of social ecology, the path to hell was paved with 
good intentions.  
 
Paved with Good Intentions 
Of particular importance to this dissertation was Bookchin’s extensive 
critical analysis of men’s complicit roles in the toxic state of capitalist 
industrialisation. In Remaking Society, Bookchin addressed the historical 
rise of seriously harmful civil domains that he referred to as ‘male 
gerontocracies, warrior groups, aristocratic elites, and the State’, which 
included the oppression of some men by others in ways that the term 
‘patriarchy’ inadequately accounted for (Bookchin 1989: 75-76).43 
Bookchin was less critical of men per se than of the human capitalist 
project, which he recognised as masculine; in effect he was critical of 
malestream norms but said little about men in particular. For example, the 
rise of the capitalist State was, for him, a clear case of Western masculine 
hubris and hegemony that revolutions to-date had failed to cauterise:  
 
The militarized, indeed warrior society in which we live was made by men; its 
culture, traceable back for thousands of years, still works upon our civilization with 
a vengeance that threatens the very existence of social [and ecological] life itself. To 
go backward in time and in mind to its beginning is not atavistic. The thorough 
exploration of its origins, development and forms may be indispensable for going 
forward in any rational and meaningful sense of the term (Bookchin 1990b: 121). 
 
He not only criticised but also dedicated his considerable intellectual and 
atavistic insights to addressing this observation (Bookchin 1989: 40-94). 
Accordingly, the social ecology movement identified masculine power as 
the root cause of the social and environmental ills of the world (Bookchin 
1989: 54). Bookchin addressed this insight by explaining that social ecology 
was dedicated to bringing about a ‘turning point’ in human history. That 
turning point involved a focus on destroying every ‘disease’ that capitalism 
had to offer. This meant attacking all aspects of the hypermasculinist face of 
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capitalism; its values, class distinctions, addictions to status and avarice and 
the militarism constructed to protect it, the wanton growth edict, and all the 
great advances of modern civilisation that have advantaged men and have 
been achieved at the expense of Otherised human and non-human Nature 
(Bookchin 1989: 94). Further, despite Bookchin’s life-long efforts, capitalist 
hegemonies worldwide have succeeded in becoming deeply entrenched and 
addicted to domination.  
 
Ironically, Bookchin struggled to practice what he preached. His reputation 
as a vicious critic of anyone who deviated from his dogmatic approach to 
social ecology was, ironically, hubristic and hegemonic in the traditional 
malestream sense. The result was a movement constructed around 
allegiance to Bookchin (or not), and as a consequence, his death has been 
met with the fracturing and decline in significance of social ecology, despite 
its considerable influences on the foundational politics of the Green Left, 
which has, in the 21st Century, become a viable third party alternative in 
many Western nations from the traditional liberal-conservative binaries that 
pervade. Indeed, Bookchin challenged his colleagues within and beyond 
social ecology with his characteristic gusto, tainted with a level of acrimony 
similar to that of a hubristic and hegemonic malestream deluded by its own 
successes.  
 
Sadly, Bookchin’s personal legacy lives on; the social ecology movement 
continues to struggle with petty factionalisms and unresolved interpersonal 
rivalries that mirror malestream conventions (Biehl 2007, White 2008, Biehl 
2009). Additionally notable is the fact that social ecology offers no specific 
path towards an ecologised masculinities theory that would remedy the 
habitual oppressor in the modern Western malestream who would, in effect, 
subvert sexism and the destruction of Nature—concurrently. Despite his 
desire to end oppressions through his libertarian views, Bookchin’s abrasive 
personality caused fear, mistrust, hostility, infrastructural and relationship 
breakdowns, and a general lack of love, affection, camaraderie and care 
among and towards those who were Otherised or considered not ‘social 
ecologist’ enough to merit his endorsement. I am of the clear view that 
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modern Western maleness does not need more of Bookchin’s level of ego-
driven posturing, bombastic character assassinating and self-righteous 
competitiveness, even if the messages conveyed by the social ecology 
movement have much to offer a deep green future.  
 
Social ecology does, however, have a silver lining, from which I have 
drawn some inspiration for the purposes of this dissertation. Like Bookchin, 
I believe that the legacy of masculine domination throughout Western 
capitalist history cannot justify the subordination of Others, regardless of 
their status in the eyes of the malestream (Bookchin 1989: 24, 41-53, 55, 
62). Importantly, the central tenets of social ecology provide us with a 
socio-political grounding for the ecologisation of masculinities theory and 
praxis. Indeed, while it is unlikely that we will eradicate capitalism from the 
Earth in the foreseeable future, some of the political implications of social 
ecology have been able to sustain currency; they show us what a localised 
realpolitik dedicated to the concurrent eradication of social and ecological 
oppressions might look like. Many sustainability proponents now champion 
the importance of such localisation (see Rob Hopkins’ Transition Towns 
movement as one telling example of this; Hopkins 2008) 
 
Although Bookchin will not be remembered as a particularly caring or 
collaborative individual, I continue to be hopeful that social ecology does 
offer some valuable insights to the possibility of a deep green future. 
Despite the daring complicity with malestream norms that appear to 
characterise social ecological rhetoric, I accept that the movement has 
played a formative role in the construction of the ecologised masculinities 
theory and praxes I propose here. However, if we are to address the 
masculinities issue in the context of a specific gendered analysis of the 
human/Nature relationship, we must proceed to examine the third member 
of the three main subfields of environmental thought: ecological feminism. 
 
 
 176 
Woman and Nature 
Patriarchal man is … above all responsible for the demographic 
madness, just as he is for the destruction of the environment and for the 
accelerated pollution which accompanies this madness, bequeathing an 
uninhabitable planet to posterity. 
(d’Eaubonne 1980: 64) 
 
To be human is to be in relationship. We are dependent on nature as we 
are on each other. ... Without air to breathe, food to eat, clean water to 
drink, and sun to provide energy and warmth, human beings could not 
exist. Indeed, there would be no life at all. 
(Roach 2002: 131-132) 
 
As a sub-discipline within the feminist meta-narrative, ecological feminism 
(the theoretical framework examining the mutual oppression of women and 
Nature by a male-dominated world) and ecofeminism (the plurality of 
praxes that have arisen from this discourse’s theoretical foundations) 
represent the most important ecophilosophical influence on the ecologised 
masculinities theory and praxes I propose throughout this dissertation (Cook 
1998; Twine 2001).44 It is therefore fair to say that ecological feminism 
stands as the feminist equivalent to ecological masculinism, as I will 
propose it in Chapter 6. Accordingly, this project seeks philosophical 
alignment with the hard-fought victories of feminists and ecological 
feminists in reconciling men’s habitual domination of society and non-
human Nature. I have effectively, taken the following words of Elizabeth 
Dodson Gray (1982: 122) as further justification for a male scholar such as 
myself to formulate an ecologised masculinities theory: 
 
Male culture must accept responsibility for the fact that we have conceptualized 
ourselves as separated—and that all this is a product of the male psyche. It has 
indeed been “a man’s world.” And now men must accept responsibility for how they 
have thought about the world as well as how they have lived in it. 
 
Gray’s (1982: 136) directive was explicit; she insisted that we stop placing 
humanity above Nature, confusing humanity with maleness, and reifying the 
separated self, and in doing so suggested that human beingness would take 
its place amongst the myriad life-forms on Earth, dedicated to sustaining 
life. With such a directive in mind, my intention throughout this dissertation 
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is to support the rise of an ecologised masculinities discourse, and I do so by 
following in the footsteps of all three grounded ecophilosophical 
discourses—ecofeminism in particular. Consequently, I follow a similar 
path to that pioneered by ecological feminism. The transition I advocate 
within masculinities theory is to develop the practical application of an 
ecologised masculinities theory along similar lines that lays the theoretical 
foundations for a plurality of ecomasculinity praxes. 
 
For some, ecological feminism was a necessary proponent of gender issues 
within ecophilosophy, which neither deep ecology nor social ecology 
adequately addressed. Jesse Goldstein (2006) noted that for many social 
ecologists, the gender question remained secondary to the impact of class 
relations on environmental destruction. But when examining the state of 
human relations with Nature, ecological feminists considered gender to be 
the main issue of concern.45 Marti Kheel (2008) argued in Nature Ethics: an 
ecofeminist perspective that the pervading myopia accompanying our male 
environmental leaders gives just cause for the rise of an ecologically 
inspired feminist revolution.  
 
History of Feminist Ecologisation  
It is important to understand the complex and diverse terrain of ecological 
feminism as the principal ecosophical counter-part to ecological 
masculinism. Ecological feminism (or ecofeminism) emerged in 1974 with 
French feminist Françoise d’Eaubonne’s request that women take a lead role 
in an ecological revolution (d’Eaubonne 1974: 213-252, d’Eaubonne 1980: 
64, and Warren 2000: 21, Glazebrook 2002).46 D’Eaubonne’s work was 
primarily feminist, but was also sensitive to the needs of the environment. 
She posited ecological feminism as an alternative social and ecological 
reality. Her intention was to facilitate the transfer of power from the 
phallocratic male addiction to a sexist civilisation, to the emerging social 
and environmental movements that were principally lead by women 
(d’Eaubonne 1980: 64).47 On the other side of the Atlantic, d’Eaubonne’s 
views were met by Rosemary Radford Ruether’s (1975) New Woman, New 
Earth, Mary Daly’s (1978) Gyn/Ecology: The Metaethics of Radical 
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Ecology, and Susan Griffin’s (1978) Woman and Nature. Together, these 
pioneering feminist theorists launched ecological feminism as a global 
feminised ecologisation process that focused on resolving the inherent 
tensions that emerged in the gender/Nature nexus. Notably, this cadre of 
scholars were credited for being the earliest voices to put ecological 
feminism into print, but were preceded by grassroots ecofeminist actions 
that were emerging spontaneously across the globe; in this sense it is fair to 
state that activism predated theory in reference to the rise of ecological 
feminism as a practice before it became a formal discourse (A. Salleh, 
personal communications, January 2, 2013). 
 
The following statement can be taken as a summary of the thinking that 
emerged amongst ecological feminism’s early proponents: 
 
Women must see that there can be no liberation for them and no solution to the 
ecological crisis within a society whose fundamental model of relationships 
continues to be one of domination. They must unite the demands of the women’s 
movement with those of the ecological movement to envision a radical reshaping of 
the basic socioeconomic relations and the underlying values of this [malestream] 
society (Ruether 1975: 204).  
 
Early ecological feminists were particularly interested in solving the 
problems of society and environment that were being imposed upon women 
and Nature by men. One pressing concern that ecological feminism aimed to 
address was to interrupt the sexist tendency of men to behave thoughtlessly 
towards women, Nature and themselves (Griffin 1978: xv, Spretnak 1990: 
9). Such concerns prompted some ecological feminist scholars to suggest 
that men are in fact incapable of being of assistance to the causes of social 
and environmental justice, or even for that matter, themselves. Mary Daly 
(1978: 9) declared that: 
 
 … the fate of the human species and of the planet is at stake, and that no male-led 
‘revolution’ will counteract the horrors of overpopulation and destruction of natural 
resources [nor] … the mind/body/spirit pollution inflicted through patriarchal myth 
and language on all levels [emphasis added]. 
 
Daly (1978: 27-29) considered it impossible for men to resolve the ills of 
society and the environment, revealing a foundational aspect of the 
discourse that positioned maleness—and modern Western maleness in 
particular—as ‘the enemy’.48 She considered malestream norms to be 
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symptoms of ‘sadosocieties’, ‘patriarchal evils’ and ‘prevailing 
phallocentric global religions’ whose habitual invasion of women and 
Nature instigated a ‘Male Maze’ that fathered society and the Earth to the 
detriment of all (Daly 1978: xxvii, 2, 39). These views formed the 
foundations of the growing movement with an implicit misandry. Indeed,  
 
[e]cological feminism aimed to create liberated conditions for women and Nature on 
the theoretical, policy and practical  levels (Alaimo 1994: 133; Warren 2002: 39). 
However, the movement departed from the rhetoric of misandry that characterised 
its foundations. Ruether (1975: 210) noted that the ideological and practical 
applications of ecological feminism not only facilitated women’s participation in 
larger social processes that they have historically been denied, but “men also would 
recover the affective and nurturing roles with children and other people historically 
denied them, which has repressed the gentle, human side of males and shaped male 
personality into hyper-aggressivity and antagonistic combativeness that has been 
called ‘masculine’”. 
 
Such directives suggested that men ought to ‘woman-up’ so to speak in the 
traditional gendered juxtapositions of the stoic masculinist stood against 
nurturing feminist. Consequently, ecological feminism grew into a theory 
that encouraged participatory praxes that were most relevant to women and 
directed feminist ideals about the empowerment of women and non-human 
Nature at men, but could hold currency both conceptually and practically for 
men as well. The movement evolved to seek the full range of human 
psychic potential for intellect, feeling, activity, and receptivity. As a result, 
ecological feminism advocated richer and more holistic relational 
experiences amongst humans and with non-human Nature in order to 
manifest what Ruether called ‘a new social vision, a new soul that would 
inspire the whole’ (Ruether 1975: 21). This emergent plurality of 
ecofeminisms (or the praxes of an emerging and ecologised feminism) 
became the ‘canaries in the coalmine’ of the gender politics that infused the 
environmental movement, which had—previous to ecological feminism—
been largely ignored. 
 
Building on these foundational ideologies, the feminist discourse gave rise 
to ecological feminism as a pivotal ecophilosophical discourse. Ruether 
(1992: 266) argued that the ‘women’s liberation’ could not be seen simply 
as the incorporation of women into alienated malestream renditions of life, 
albeit for far fewer benefits as this would simply add women to the patterns 
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of alienated life created by and for men. For its early proponents, ecological 
feminism distinguished women’s inseparable relationship with Nature (esp. 
through menses and child birth) from the masculine proclivity to exploit 
women along with the resources of the Earth. Further: 
 
… it is impossible to fully add women to this alienated life of males, since the male 
alienated life-style is only possible by the exploitation of women who remain tied to 
“nature”. Rather, what is necessary is a double transformation of both women and 
men in their relation to each other and to “nature” … The ways of being a person for 
others and of being a person for oneself need to come together as reciprocal, rather 
than being split between female and male styles of life … Only when men are fully 
integrated into the culture of daily sustenance of life can men and women together 
begin to reshape the larger systems of economic, social, and political life. 
 
As a distinct discourse within the feminist metanarrative, ecological 
feminism can then be examined internally as a number of distinct 
ecofeminisms. This plurality of ecofeminisms charted various courses 
towards meeting the demands of a counter-hegemonic program designed to 
restore the Earth and women to balance through what Val Plumwood called 
‘carefully considered relational exchanges’ precisely because the masculine 
model was fundamentally flawed. Plumwood noted that ‘[m]odern western 
masculinity is constructed … through its identification with a rationalist 
concept of reason whose opposition to emotion estranges men from many 
aspects of their emotional lives’ in ‘human-self enclosed’ and ‘human-
centred’ ways wedded to a sense of self-mastery in the absence of self-
knowledge that do not occur for women as commonly (Plumwood 2002: 98-
99, 167).  Plumwood argued that the master framework of modern Western 
masculinities is flawed precisely because it is hegemonic and has long 
shaped cultural locations in relationship to centres of control that appeal to 
malestream norms; a notion that ecological feminists aspired to subvert 
(Plumwood 2002: 99). 
 
Collectively, discrete positionalities within ecological feminism launched a 
frontal attack on the malestream tradition of suggesting that humanity was 
separate from non-human Nature. They shared in common a critique of 
masculinist logic and the dualistic approaches to reality that characterised 
the Western malestream (such as rationality versus emotionality, analysis 
versus embodiment, human culture versus animal Nature, and the masculine 
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versus the feminine) (Plumwood 1993, Plumwood 2002). From this starting 
point of gendered awakening, this plurality of ecofeminisms emerged as a 
‘fruit bowl’ of feminist-inspired eco-politics (Warren 2000: 97-123). The 
relational exchanges amongst these various perspectives within the 
ecofeminist discourse can be arranged in a similar way to the positionalities 
within the masculinities discourse discussed above. Effectively, this 
plurality of ecofeminisms aspired to become an ecophilosophical movement 
for all peoples, beyond gender or political affiliation, beginning with the 
liberation of women and Nature from a malestream world. The movement 
encouraged us to dare or care, since: 
 
... if we to enter into community with others through an honest recognition of our 
commonalities and differences, we will be poised to create generally respectful, 
nonviolent, care-based intentional communities where commonalities and 
differences are just that ... Such intentional communities are a creative alternative to 
the violence-prone [malestream] communities where order is imposed from the 
outside through unjustified domination (Warren 2000: 204).  
 
The plurality of ecofeminist positionalities within ecological feminism can 
be considered ‘leftist-leaning’ along a left-right political spectrum thus (see 
Figure 3.3): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.3: Ecofeminisms 
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However, it is important to note that left-right political leanings are of less 
consequence to some ecofeminists than is the realpolitik of socialism, which 
advocates a critical analysis of left-right politics from a radical womanist 
perspective (A. Salleh, personal communications, January 2, 2013). That 
said, and beyond the left-right dichotomy, each ecofeminist positionality 
represents variations on a common theme of a post-patriarchal women’s 
liberation theories and praxes. Further, and as is the case with the various 
positionalities within masculinities theory, the plurality of ecofeminist 
positionalities is not mutually exclusive but iterative. Individuals can 
subscribe to more than one view from any location throughout the political 
spectrum of ecofeminisms, reflecting their ethically derived values. The 
positionalities are therefore not fixed within the political terrain of the 
ecological feminist discourse; an individual may ally themselves to a single 
positionality and may also harbour sympathies for another, or several 
others—simultaneously. The same is true of positionalities within 
masculinities theory, and indeed the positionalities that may emerge in a 
new conversation about men, masculinities and Nature that could emerge 
from this discussion. Like the positionalities across the masculinities 
discourse, those indicated in Figure 3.1 are fluid rather than discrete. Their 
location in the diagram provided suggests approximations rather than fixed 
locales. Given the relational significance of each ecofeminist positionality to 
the others, the ecological feminist discourse might be considered an 
‘ecosystem’—each positionality within the discourse relating to the other by 
creating tension and support that varies according to the conditions within 
the discourse at any particular moment in time. This is a point of detail that I 
have used to help construct my conceptualisation of ecological masculinism. 
 
I note that all ten positionalities within the ecological feminist discourse can 
be further divided into three distinct branches.49 While each branch of the 
movement reflects distinctive characteristics, they are united in aiming to 
liberate both women and wider Nature from male domination. Spretnak 
contended that these branches provide theoretical frameworks for an array 
of ecofeminism positionalities and their respective praxes, effectively 
enriching the discourse by making a place at the table for a variety of 
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theoretical and practical approaches to a liberatory path for both women and 
non-human Nature for the oppressive of male-domination (Spretnak 1990: 
5-6). I summarise each branch in Table 3.1 below, offering my own 
adaptation to Spretnak’s nomenclature: 
 
Table 3.1: Ecofeminist Positionalities  
The politicised terrain of ecological feminism 
divided into three main branches of ecofeminisms  
(adapted from Spretnak 1990: 5-6).50 
 
 
Revolutionary/Social ecofeminism emerged out of radical feminism and 
sought ideological and structural changes in the mechanisms of domination 
that pervade modernity. A second branch within the ecofeminist discourse I 
have identified is Reformist/Scientific ecofeminism, which focuses on 
public policy, qualitative/quantitative research, technological innovations, 
the implementation of green thinking through community organisations, and 
a surge of interest in sustainability and environmental studies. A third 
branch identified is Spiritual/Essentialist ecofeminism, which represents 
those who offered a path towards an ecologised feminist theory and praxis. 
This third branch of ecofeminism stands in some tension with the other two, 
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as it reinforced the belief that women and things feminine were closer (than 
men were) to Nature, assigning gender roles to essential ways of being, 
thinking and doing. This view is shaped by pagan traditions that prioritise 
Goddess worship. The array of positionalities identified in Table 3.1 
represents the plurality of positionalities that collectively comprise the 
ecofeminist discourse. Karen Warren explains in her analogy of 
ecofeminism, that these various positionalities represent a ‘patchwork quilt’, 
with each of the patches functioning discretely while collectively making up 
a beautiful ecofeminist ‘rug’, reflective of a wide range of views within the 
discourse (Warren 2000: 66-67). Warren’s pluralistic view of ecofeminism 
has directly influenced my understanding of the various positionalities 
within masculinities theory, and offers considerable insights into the various 
and politicised ecomasculinist positionalities that might unfold through an 
emergent ecological masculinism discourse. 
 
Positionalities within Ecofeminism 
I note that, as with ecofeminism, no single prescribed positionality will fit 
all versions of an ecologised maleness. Rather, we must prepare the 
theoretical terrain for a plurality of ecological masculinisms and their 
accompanying ecomasculinity praxes. It is therefore helpful to examine 
existing ecofeminisms, as they provide excellent cross-referencing points 
for the similar plurality of positionalities that I expect will arise through the 
ecologisation of masculinities theory and praxis. An ecofeminist-inspired 
deep green future is necessarily plural, political and personal as well as rich 
in its diversity of views and praxes. It may be the product of any number of 
combinations of the various positionalities discussed above. I now consider 
the branches of ecofeminisms in detail. I do so because they foreshadow the 
possible array of views that could emerge in response to ecological 
masculinism. 
 
Revolutionary/Social Ecofeminisms 
Revolutionary/Social ecofeminism encompasses three positionalities that 
share strong affiliations to leftist politics—particularly that of socialism.  
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Socialist ecofeminists were influenced by neo-Marxian analyses of women 
and Nature. Through this analysis of humanity and Nature, we live in a 
world of proletarian and bourgeois social constructs where men are 
complicit in enslaving women and the Earth to support the means of 
production that systematically advantage themselves over all Others. Take 
for example the following statement by Ariel Salleh (2001:3), which argues 
that ecofeminism ought be viewed as: 
 
… an 'embodied materialism' (Benton 1993, Mies and Shiva 1993, Hayward 1995, 
Salleh 1997). It is 'materialist' in endorsing the basic tools of a Marxist sociology, 
and 'embodied' in that it sets out to re-frame that discourse by giving equal weight to 
the organically interrelated entities - man, woman, nature. Historically, these have 
been unequally valorised. In particular, the interests of male dominated societies 
have been served by managing women's bodies as a 'natural resource'. That meant 
positioning the female sex 'somewhere between' men and nature in the order if 
things (Moraga and Anzakdua eds. 1981). This masculinist practice points to a 
fundamental structural contradiction in capitalism. A node of crisis not yet included 
in the conversations of political economy. 
  
Salleh’s reference to reproductive labour as the leverage point for mediating 
the human/Nature nexus is taken to be a strong argument for the rise of an 
ecologically literate society; one that valorizes class unity as a principal 
source of an objective material interaction with Nature (A. Salleh, personal 
communications, January 2, 2013). 
Compare this with Revolutionary/Social ecofeminists who are eager to 
move away from a world that disadvantages women and non-human Nature 
through radical policy changes. This positionality draws on ecosocialist and 
ecofeminist principles and praxes (Mellor 1992: 249, Mellor 1997: 63, 
Salleh 1997: 1, Salleh 2006: 32-37). For example, Mellor (1992: 255), 
considered the malestream world to be a ‘ME’ world that caused distortions 
in both time and men’s lives. She suggested that it ought to be replaced with 
a ‘WE’ world, where the tasks of caring for the self and others are shared 
equally amongst men and women (Mellor 1992: 255, 261). For von Werlhof 
(2007:13), ecofeminism’s critique of capitalism helped us understand and 
cauterise the injustices of masculinised commodity-production systems.  
 
Social ecofeminists constructed similar socio-political analyses to those of 
social ecologists; it’s advocates were characterised by the view that while all 
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human beings are rooted in Nature, men are rooted in practice and therefore 
are less capable of embodiment (Mellor 1997: 60). Revolutionary/Social 
ecofeminists are influenced by political dogmas that support a collective 
approach to the fracturing of societal hegemonies, with the intent of 
constructing ‘egalitarian, decentralised, bioregional communities’ pervaded 
by a communitarian politick (Biehl 1988: 62-63, 67-69, Gruen 1997: 356 – 
374, Salleh 1998: 323). For example, Radical ecofeminists are committed to 
dismantling existing social norms through the direct application of 
ecofeminist principles and praxes (including direct action), with the 
intention of bringing about radical societal change from the grassroots up 
(Bari 1992: 84).  
 
Reformist/Scientific Ecofeminisms 
The Reformist/Scientific ecofeminist branch contains a number of 
positionalities. This branch of ecofeminism emphasises embodiment, care, 
sense-of-place and ‘spirited’ practice, which collectively resulted in the 
nourishing of vital needs for all life through what Patsy Hallen has called ‘a 
Living Earth Ethics’ (Hallen 1988: 15-16, Hallen 1989, Merchant 1992: 
183-210, Hallen 1994: 18-19, Hallen 2003).  
 
Arguing that ecological feminism was specifically intended to be a bulwark 
against further assaults on women and the Earth, Hallen (1994:18) aimed to 
recapture an erotic, unique, reproductive, reunifying and whole sense of 
reality that was summarised thus: 
 
If we wish to uncover what is, rather than imposing what is not, if we wish to 
recognise and allow to flourish the complexity of interacting systems (including 
ourselves), if we wish to ex-ist rather than in-sist, if we wish to ‘let things be’ … the 
way in which they are, if we wish to unite our head, hand and heart, we need to care 
(Hallen 1989: 7). 
 
Views such as these emphasise the dualisms implicit in gender stereotypes 
(indeed, all societal dualisms) and seeking to expose the ideological 
implications of post-gendered approaches to self, society, and environment 
by advocating for liberation from all systems of oppression (Warren 1987: 
18).  
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Deep ecological ecofeminists encourage an ecosophical pursuit of Self-
realization! in the Naessean sense. They suggested that acknowledging the 
intrinsic value of all life permits us to recognise the internal and logical 
implications of the connectivity of all living things (Matthews 2005: 69). 
Ecological ecofeminists emphasised the intersection between ecology as a 
science combined with ecofeminism as a social movement.  
 
Third World ecofeminists criticised the imposition of First World global 
financial drivers and imperialistic policies and praxes onto Third World 
contexts, advantaging the wealthy while further eroding the well being of 
the poor (women in particular) as well as non-human Nature (Mies and 
Shiva 1993: 13-21).  
 
Liberal ecofeminists suggested that a more thoughtful and tempered 
approach to developmental policies was required, where sexism and 
environmental insensitivity were legislated against, but within the confines 
of existing systems of social functioning.  
 
In summary, the Reformist/Scientific ecofeminist branch of the ecological 
feminist discourse emphasised a combined curiosity about society, the Earth 
and the self. Its various positionalities posited grounded and pragmatic 
approaches to social and environmental justice, while also encouraging 
visceral engagements with all of life. They encouraged us to care deeply for 
those who we seek to know and love. 
 
Spiritual/Essentialist Ecofeminisms 
The third branch of ecofeminism is described as Spiritual/Essentialist. 
Leveraging off the case of Diane Wilson vs. Union Carbide, Phoebe 
Godfrey (2005) noted that a special bond between Wilson and San Antonio 
Bay was likened to her bond with her child that some suggested expressed 
an ‘abhorrent essentialism’ reflective of ‘biological determinism’. Such 
distinguishing features of the Spiritual/Essentialist ecofeminist are 
motivated by the cultivation of a cosmological view of the Earth as alive 
and in-tune with the reproductive majesty of pregnancy and birth (Goldstein 
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2006: 96; Godfrey 2008: 96). These ecofeminists assumed that women (and 
not men) have a particularly strong bond with Nature precisely because of 
their ability to give birth, providing them with a special and embodied 
connection to the non-human the cycles of life, which qualified them to 
speak on Nature's behalf in ways that men could not, nor ever would be able 
to (Spretnak 1986; Daly 1978, Buckingham 2004).  
 
Cultural ecofeminists unabashedly declared their essentialist and biological 
determinist views in adopting the conflated perspective of ‘woman as 
Nature/Nature as woman’, which they celebrated through paganistic 
Goddess worship along with Eurocentric and New World Earth-based 
spiritualities. Representing some of the earliest ecofeminist voices, this 
positionality offered women an opportunity to reclaim special pride of place 
in human society and evolution by noting that women, as child-bearers and 
food gatherers, played crucial roles in social functioning. They argued that 
women have always been integral to human evolution; a view that 
challenges the significance that some men have placed on themselves in the 
evolution of our species. This claim has been further justified by women’s 
menses, which connects them to each other, the moon, and the seasons, of 
which there is no equivalent for men.  
 
Indigenous/Native ecofeminists subscribed to similar views and are 
characterised by their back-to-the-Earth ethos that is commonly combined 
with land restoration and environmental stewardship as fundamentally 
‘women’s business’. Catherine Roach’s (2003: 8) Mother/Nature: Popular 
Culture and Environmental Ethics offered an excellent analysis and critique 
of this Mother Nature or Earth Mother metaphor. She wrote from the 
perspective of the good, the bad and the hurt ways that humans can invoke 
ambiguous and uneasy relationships with Nature, challenging the 
presumption that women and Nature were comingled and men were not.  
 
Problematising Essentialism  
Giving close consideration to the ‘Love Your Mother’ environmental 
slogan, Roach (1991: 47, 2003: 39-41) criticised the gendered presumption 
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that women as child-bearers and the main child raisers are ‘hard-wired’ to 
commune with Mother Nature in ways that men cannot and will not. The 
malestream imperative, as she illuminated it, does indeed appear to be the 
compulsion to ‘Control Your Mother’ (Roach 2002: 84). But Roach noted 
that a presumption, which concocts ecofeminists as better able to ‘connect 
women with Nature as part of an overall theory of gender difference that 
tends to portray men as more aggressive and destructive than women, and 
women as more caring and peaceable than men’ was fundamentally flawed. 
Instead, Roach (2003: 40) supported the following inquiry: 
 
If every time someone waves a “Love Your Mother” banner, this triggers and 
reinforces assumptions, held at least to some degree in the cultural imagination, that 
women care more, or more easily, about nature, then what effect do these 
assumptions have on women’s (and men’s) lives? And are they true? ... the problem 
actually lies in a false hierarchical opposition between the categories of nature and 
culture themselves.  
 
... and not with women or men as discrete genders. Like Roach, I consider 
essentialist views of ecofeminism to be risky oversimplifications of the 
gendered aspect of the human/Nature relationship (Roach 2003: 45). 
Essentialist perspectives run the risk of picturing women as ‘cleaners and 
men as mess-makers’; this stereotyping potentially placing ‘women back in 
the traditional housekeeping role of tidying up after men who cannot be 
expected to do it themselves’, and ‘lets men off the hook and hooks women 
as housekeeper, care giver, and nurse’ (Roach 2003: 43-44). Roach’s (2003: 
45) critique of an essentialist ecofeminist view of the world is pragmatic and 
grounded in diverse and very real ways that men and women live, since: 
 
[o]n the biological level, although men do not menstruate, bear children, or breast-
feed, they do share all other human biological processes) eating, sleeping, 
eliminating wastes, getting sick, dying); and in their ejaculation of semen, men have 
their own direct experience of a tangible stuff of the reproduction of life. 
Furthermore, there are many women who do not bear children and even more who 
do not breast feed.  
 
Clearly, the stereotype is problematic when examined more closely, 
precisely because it does not apply to all women, or all men, all of the 
time.51 Further, an essentialist view of ecofeminism sets women up to be 
‘gender soluble’ rather than ‘separate’ selves. And not all people bear equal 
responsibility or blame for human destruction of the environment; 
malestream norms make sure of this.  
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It may be true that, in general, men are more complicit than women in social 
and environmental demise. However, individuals of both genders will have 
varying impacts on the degradation of society and the environment 
according to levels of consciousness, wealth and status differentials and/or 
their respective levels of willingness to care and be caring towards Others. 
What we can conclude from this analysis is that, in Roach’s words, 
‘environmental destruction is self-destruction’ regardless of the gendered 
origins from which malestream norms might originate (Roach 2003: 4). The 
essentialised cultural imagery of the Mother Earth metaphor is not likely to 
save us, nor the Earth, precisely because such messages feed on the 
contentious binaries which separate women from men and therefore widen 
the gap between at least half the human population from Nature (if not 
more, since many men are marginalised in similar ways as well). For these 
reasons and for the purposes of this dissertation, gender stereotyping is 
considered exclusionary and problematic for women, the Earth, and men.  
 
Environmental degradation is intransient. Indeed, men’s reticence to make 
necessary changes is driven by ambivalence. Moreover, according to Roach, 
ambivalence is the product of the fear men feel at losing control over 
feminised Nature. The masculine addiction to such a line of logic is 
revealing. Roach (2003: 6, 8) argued that in reference to the nature of 
human nature: 
 
[w]e are not solely loving, but neither are we inevitably brutish. We are not solely 
rational beings whose good intentions determine our actions, but neither are we 
blindly controlled by hidden and selfish agendas that we can never hope to access or 
change. Probing the deep roots of our ambivalent response to Nature can help 
mitigate feelings of hate toward it.  
 
Indeed, the tension between our biological nature and our socialisations to 
nurture is the subject of enduring debate (see Appendix A). For the 
essentialist ecofeminist, Mother Nature imagery invites us to reconcile these 
tensions through a belief that women are closer to Nature than men (Roach 
2003: 41). 
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Essentialist ecofeminists dwell in this broad terrain of woman-Nature 
ambivalence. For Roach, it is precisely this ambivalence and its impacts on 
contemporary social and environmental justice that is of paramount concern. 
Far from promoting an essentialist rendition of Earth mothering, Roach 
offered pointed critiques of the ubiquitous Mother Nature imagery (and its 
implicit gendered binaries), and questioned any attempts to construct a 
perception of women as good, bad and hurt (Roach 2003: 10-11, 27, 41, 72). 
Indeed, we ought to be critical of Mother Nature imagery as hierarchical (in 
its attempt to reverse sexism) and dualist (in its accentuation of male/female 
gender differences as well as the human/nature dichotomy). While it may be 
true that some men—modern Western men in particular—are more 
alienated from Nature than some women, we cannot presume this to be the 
case for all men. We certainly cannot extrapolate this argument to implicate 
all men as socially and environmentally inept. Like Roach (2003: 42), I 
agree that: ‘[m]any of the decisions resulting in pollution, species 
extinction, and overuse of the earth’s resources are made by elite white 
males at levels of large corporations, governments, and international 
organizations’. I agree with Roach’s (2003: 42) assertion that: 
 
…I am less certain that we can then conclude that women are innocent of causing 
damage to the environment, possessed of a concern and love for nature lacking in 
men, and more capable of effecting ecological healing. It seems somewhat of an 
oversimplification and even somewhat dangerous to assume that women are “by 
nature” or by socialization nurturant, benign beings that need only to be given free 
rein for the world to become a better place (Roach 2003: 42). 
 
Surely, the variations on these themes run true for men as much as they do 
for women. Surely, men are able to not only cause great harm but also 
generate great care and caring towards each other, Nature, and themselves? 
The task, as I see it, is to move beyond gendered dualisms to emphasise the 
similarities between men and women as human beings. I acknowledge that 
there are some inherent differences between men and women. I also believe 
these differences are less significant than the similarities between the 
genders—a perspective that malestream society does not contend. Rather, 
this dissertation explores the possibility of a post-gendered critical analysis 
of the human-Nature relationship, without bypassing the importance of 
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gender politics. Having explored these critiques, we can see that gendered 
essentialism is problematic. 
 
In summary, the various ecofeminisms that have emerged within ecological 
feminism steer the gender/nature discourse towards a post-gendered reality 
that currently exists only as a hypothetical construct. Further, I consider it to 
be the principal influence on ecological masculinism precisely because of its 
gender/Nature focus. The example set by the movement addresses 
ecological concerns within a context of women’s liberatory thinking that has 
been the basis for feminism. This ‘ecologising’ of feminist theory sheds 
light on the need for masculinities theory to adopt a similar ecologisation 
process for men and masculine identities. As was the case with ecological 
feminism, the starting point for ecological masculinism must be, I believe, 
from within the masculinities discourse. Following the lead of the 
ecologised feminist movement, I argue that an ecologised masculinities 
theory begins with a deconstruction of the theoretical conceptualisations and 
the practical applications of existing masculinities theories, and that its 
praxes, like ecofeminisms, are necessarily plural.  
 
 
Bridging the Gap 
We must recognize, and loudly proclaim, that every one, whatever his 
[sic.] grade in the old society, whether strong or weak, capable or 
incapable, has, before everything, THE RIGHT TO LIVE, and that society is 
bound to share amongst all, without exception, the means of existence it 
has at its disposal. We must acknowledge this, and proclaim it aloud, 
and act up to it. 
(Kropotkin 1972: 58-59) 
For supporters of the deep ecology movement, the ecosophical wisdom that 
arises through a deep green future is embodied in the self and celebrates the 
intricate web of relations and total views that capture the wonder of the 
Earth. Like Naess, I believe that we need ‘a new Enlightenment with a faith 
in considerable changes where all sides of our industrial society are 
concerned, and consequently a belief in the solution of the problems of war, 
poverty, and the environmental crisis’ (Naess 2002: 161). Like Bookchin, I 
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identify men’s complicity in the Earth’s peril and support the need for 
further social critical analyses. The ecological feminist movement addresses 
the important links between twin oppressions of women and Nature. Their 
rendition of deep green future honoured the need for an erotic and 
immersive approach to our engagements with each other and non-human 
Nature. They suggested that in doing so we are able to feel the realness of 
Others and therefore care for them as connected to the self (Hallen 1994).  
 
Consequently, Chapter 3 has noted the importance of bringing a gendered 
analysis to the sustainability discourse. Here, I also explored what I consider 
to be the three main subfields of environmental thought as pivotal to the rise 
of a deep green future. I revealed a multiplicity of paths to lead humans 
towards ecosophic awakenings in ecophilosophy. Indeed, while the three 
main subfields of environmental thought provide an impressive array of 
both conceptual and practical ways for humans to care and indeed to be 
more caring towards each other, Nature and the self, I have introduced the 
notion that an ecologised masculinities theory and an accompanying 
ecomasculinity praxes have been almost entirely omitted from the 
respective discourses discussed here. I have argued that the three main 
subfields of environmental thought have well tilled the human/Nature 
terrain. Each has illuminated a unique view of the engagements with society 
and the environment that encourage us to care and be more caring towards 
Earth Others. However, I have also demonstrated both the sustainability and 
ecohilosophical discourses have omitted a focused and deconstructive 
analysis of modern Western maleness.  I have also contended that it would 
be a mistake to blame men for malestream social and environmental 
transgressions but then leave them no place to go, other than to sustain an 
ongoing antagonistic relationship with Others that locks them to a 
judgement that they are the Earth’s great anathema, and nothing more. 
Vilifying men for their role in our social and environmental malaise is not 
only erroneous, but is also wasted effort and misses the opportunity to bring 
about our much-needed transformation towards a deep green future. Instead, 
we ought to seek out the root causes of the gendered drivers that coax men 
to behave in socially and/or environmentally destructive ways. Then we can 
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find ways to support men to stand together with women and non-human 
Nature as equal members of a rich and interpenetrating life.  
 
The masculine ecologisation process that I propose in Chapter 6 builds on 
the necessity of our long-term concerns for a sustainable future. It also 
follows the lead of the three main subfields of environmental thought. It is 
not however, intended to be a critique of men. Rather, I have identified 
men’s absence from the ecophilosophical discourse. I repeat that there is an 
urgent need for men to be included in our steps towards a deep green 
future—indeed how can they not be? Malestream isolation and alienation 
has socialised men to assume antithetical roles towards social and 
environmental sustainability, but this is, as I have mentioned previously, a 
veneer of men’s true selves. I will argue that we must initiate a 
transformation from malestream daring to greater care and caring, and must 
do so in ways that are both conceptually and practically applicable to the 
modern Western male context if we are to fully enrol men in the tasks of 
forging a deep green future.  
 
However, in Chapter 4, I would like to clarify how this transition from 
daring to caring maleness can occur. This transition can be principally 
informed by feminist care ethics that I then use to inform male care and 
caring in order to bring about a deep green future.  
 
 
                                                
 
1 For environmental economists Herman Daly and John Cobb (1994:21), Western 
humanity’s trajectory has been clear:  
 
We human beings are being led to a dead end—all too literally. We are living by an 
ideology of death and accordingly we are destroying our own humanity and killing 
the Earth. Even the one great success of the program that has governed us, the 
attainment of material affluence, is now giving way to poverty. 
 
This poverty has proven to be much more than the loss of material comfort for the masses. 
Modern Western societies background relational empathy as well as the public expression 
of care for non-human Nature. For the ecological masculinist, masculine justice pursuits 
have distracted Western men by suppressing their capacity to care for the self through care 
for all Others (for an interesting discussion on the fairness of justice for all, see Rawls cited 
in Fisk 1993: 48-50). From battering storms to scorching droughts along with record profits 
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to desperate hunger, the concerns we now face are of global proportions, indicating that we 
must change our habitual ways of interacting with the Earth, willingly or not. In light of the 
multitude of problems we face, there are simply too many people on the planet to support 
many ecological systems sustainably; the cumulative impact on the Earth as a single self-
regulating organism is now considerable. 
 
We have debated the significance of the social and environmental warning signs that have 
been calling our attention for long enough. In reference to population growth, Barry 
Commoner’s (1990) call for us to return the wealth taken from poor nations so that their 
people would have both the reason and resources to voluntarily limit their own fertility was 
his response the growing social and environmental problems that have arisen in non-
Western nations particularly due to exponential population growth. But such a response 
does not account for the behaviours that have caused them in the first place—poverty in 
poorer nations is largely the product of colonisation, placing responsibility for our social 
and environmental problems not simply with population growth but with consumption, 
especially in the wealthier nations, which is fundamentally a Western problem calling for 
Western socio-cultural change. 
 
As an example and to place Australia in the context of global economics, in 2011 Australia 
ranked second out of 182 nations assessed by the UNDP on the Human Development Index 
(HDI) (trailing only behind Norway), where HDI is defined as a ‘composite index 
measuring average achievement in three basic dimensions of human development: a long 
and healthy life, access to knowledge and a decent standard of living’ (UNDP 2011: 126). 
In the same year, Australia’s average annual Gross Domestic Product (GDP) was 
$39,539USD or one hundred and twenty three times higher than the lowest ranking nation 
of Democratic Republic of Congo at $319USD (UNDP 2011: 163-165). By the end of the 
first decade of the twenty first Century and despite the nation’s comparative affluence, one 
quarter to one third of all Australian’s believed that their wellbeing was declining 
(Cummins et al. 2008). It is apparently true that consuming makes us feel good for a while, 
but these feelings quickly disappear as the thrill that accompanies our possession of new 
things wears off (Cummins et al. 2008).  
 
Similar paradoxes emerge when examining the environmental consequences of 
international social, economic and political development. As a preeminent international 
body responsible for analysing the most recent climate science, the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) concluded that the planet is warming, global snow/ice 
reserves are melting, rainfall is more erratic, intense storm surges are increasing, marine 
and fresh water hydrological systems are collapsing, terrestrial ecosystems are subject to 
unprecedented cyclic shifts, biodiversity is declining, sea levels are rising, and these are all 
attributed to anthropogenic causes, particularly the excessive emissions of CO2 into the 
atmosphere as direct a consequence of industrialisation (Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change  2007: 5-6, Harding 2010: 109-122). The wealthiest 500 million people on 
Earth (approximately 7% of the total human population) produce 50% of all the carbon 
dioxide emitted into the atmosphere, compared with the poorest 3 billion people who emit a 
mere 6% (Pacala cited in Assadourian 2010). Such findings implicate wealthier people as 
vastly more responsible for global climate change and its ecological implications for the 
living Earth. Wealth does not necessarily buy happiness, but it does threaten to destroy all 
of our lives. This calls to the fore the need for an Earth jurisprudence that prioritises the 
rights of humans and non-humans alike.  
 
Accompanying this, Western nations have a disproportionately large responsibility to 
preserve healthy living conditions for present and future generations, but are in fact the 
Earth’s principal antagonists. Implementing sustainable reform has succeeded in integrating 
some solutions to world debt, hunger and malnutrition along with marginal protection of 
living systems (Hulme 2009). The IPCC (2007: 2) noted that eleven of the last twelve years 
between1995 and 2006 rank as the twelve warmest years on record since 1850 with a 100-
year linear trend (1906-2005) of 0.74°C temperature increase over the entire planet. More 
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recently, NASA concluded that 2011 was the ninth warmest year on record since 1850, 
with the mean temperature increasing by 0.51 degrees Celsius when compared to the mid-
century baseline from 1900-2000 (NASA 2012). Global average sea levels have risen since 
1961 by 1.8 mm per year, a rate that has since increased to 3.1mm per year since 1993 due 
to thermal expansion, melting glaciers and ice caps, and melting polar ice sheets at a rate of 
2.7% per decade (or 7.4% per decade during the summer months) and includes a persistent 
and general loss of snow cover at higher elevations and glacial ice. Past global climatic 
changes of these proportions resulted in complete transformations of surface vegetation, 
regional extinctions of plants and animals and sea level rises in the magnitude of 120 
metres (Pittock 2009: 2-4).  
 
Global Warming of even fractions of degrees Celsius is then no small matter and is gaining 
widespread public attention. So significant are the likely local and global implications of 
that even politically conservative and fiscally focused mainstream papers like The 
Australian Financial Review have addressed concerns about Climate Change. An article 
titled Climate: let’s have some action began with this startling statement: “Australian 
companies and politicians are falling over themselves to show their concern about climate 
change, which is clearly a positive development provided it leads to action and doesn’t 
divert attention from other environmental issues” [emphasis added] (Durie 2007: 76). The 
resultant warning signs of social and environmental collapse are now regular features on 
the nightly news: great natural catastrophes, pandemics that respect no borders, social 
unrest and wars over increasingly scarce resources, are but a few of the more obvious signs 
of the Earth is groaning beneath the pressures of humanity’s march a Western model of 
development. Changes of this magnitude are set to accelerate a human-imposed sixth great 
extinction of life on Earth that will have profound impacts on the ecological functioning of 
the planet’s terrestrial, atmospheric and oceanic life support systems (Leakey and Lewin 
1996: 234-239; also see Drengson and Taylor 2009: 2).  
 
These rates of destruction are not only alarming for non-human life; they are the source of 
great despair within the human psyche and can cause much harm to the self as well. With 
such severe circumstances at our doorstep, it is reasonable to wonder whether humanity’s 
days of flourishing are numbered; that the integrity of the living systems we depend upon 
will inevitably buckle under the pressures being placed upon them by our species, and that 
as a consequence, we, and many Others along with us, are facing substantial suffering in 
the years ahead, including, in the worst case, our own extinction. Compare this with David 
Holgrem’s (2003) support for a gradual descent into a ‘future low energy sustainable 
culture’ in Permaculture: Principles and Pathways Beyond Sustainability (especially p. 
xxix).  
 
Three main transitions from our current to our unknown future social and environmental 
circumstances are now being widely considered. They are: 1). Total catastrophic collapse, 
which is considered equivalent to doomsday or Armageddon scenarios where widespread 
loss of human life is accompanied by mass extinctions of non-human life on Earth. 2). A 
divided future where cities become high-density concentrations of localised populations 
that are forced to share communally for the sake of survival. The current suburban/outlying 
areas of these cities are predicted to become wastelands used as scrap-yards and home 
ranges for roving hoards of outcastes and fringe dwellers. Such a scenario might be 
considered a fortress or ‘Mad Max’ state, where tension between haves and have-nots have 
amplified to flashpoints of localised feudalism coupled with a siege mentality between 
warring factions that assume the stigma of troubling times complicit with another Dark 
Age. 3). A low energy sustainable future where cities are still high-density locales, but are 
public-transit oriented and in combination with their outlying suburbs assume of 
considerable degree of self-sufficiency as local communities take fuller responsibility for 
their own sustainability. In this case, human communities will by necessity install an array 
of highly efficient technologies that substitute our current food and energy dependence 
upon oil with intensive food production along the line of suburban and urban permaculture 
that is powered by solar, wind, tidal, geothermal, bio diesel, nuclear, and/or hydrogen 
 197 
                                                                                                                       
 
alternatives (or some combination of technological remedies such as these). This transition 
is already underway and is predicted to become the status-quo for human communities by 
the middle of the 21st Century should the former two not persevere (P. Newman, personal 
communication, April 17, 2007).  
 
It is worth noting that aspects of all three main scenarios and the circumstances they each 
address are already presenting across the globe. This suggests that we will likely continue 
to see the consequences of all three scenarios simultaneously on into the near future, with 
one or two of them dominating the human experience at different stages in the times ahead, 
unless policy and public persuasion make an earnest and intentional swing towards scenario 
iii. Some consider the window of opportunity for this more amicable outcome has already 
passed leaving grim forecasts for coming generations (J. Croft, personal communication, 
April 17, 2007). 
 
2 I note that the term ‘ethos’ is used throughout this dissertation to refer to ways of 
behaving that reflect one’s spirit, character, mood, feeling, disposition, values, and 
standards, etc.  
 
3 Take for example the focus on building sustainable cities as an essential technological fix 
to the ecocidal trajectory of our socio-economic constructs, which can skip-over the need 
for paradigmatic shifts towards a deep green future that are more subtle, but equally 
essential. When this happens, we effectively reinforce male superiorisation through the 
masculinised habit of problem solving through engineering while ignoring the quieter and 
more inward work of coming to profoundly care for the intrinsic value of the living systems 
within which we are an integral part.  
 
4 Alan Drengson (1989: ix) argued that our pressing social and environmental problems are 
in fact human problems, not problems with Nature and calls us to ‘ … purify the human 
self and community, so that we can transform our cultures into ones that are harmonious 
and restorative of Nature …’ The message of a deeper sustainability that brings us into a 
‘new philosophy of wholeness’ with self and all Others has been reverberating throughout 
environmental and social justice discourses since the early stages of contemporary 
environmentalism (Drengson 1989: xi).  
 
Similarly, Alan Drengson and Duncan Taylor argued that overt exploitation at worst and 
instrumental or reformist environmentalism at best was diametrically opposed to an 
Ecoforestry (or ‘… positive descriptions of alternative practices to use forests and trees in 
responsible, respectful ways…’) and Wild Foresting (or bringing to bear the ‘… full range 
of forest uses into the centre of cultural appreciation, education and valuing’) approaches to 
forest management (Drengson and Taylor 1997: 17-33; Drengson and Taylor 2009: 3). 
They noted the pull towards meeting human needs (industrial imperatives primarily driven 
by economic greed), which tends to overshadow ecological sensitive approaches to forestry 
that preserve and prioritise the ancient richness of, in this particular case, the forests of 
Clayoquot Sound in the Pacific northwest of North America (an example of the 
quintessential owls vs. jobs debate). 
 
What’s needed is a fundamental shift towards ‘… cultural and personal values that do not 
disrupt the remaining full-functioning natural forests and other ecosystems’ (Drengson and 
Stevens 1997: 69). Western social constructs do offer a level of care and caring for present 
and future generations that approach this ideal. But these deeper, broader and wider 
sensitivities can be paper tigers unless we are able to accompany them with valuative shifts 
away from the growth-oriented principles and practices that drive the social, political and 
economic mechanisms that we have created and have long been dependent upon. 
 
5 Along with the environmental considerations within the sustainability discourse, there is 
also a social component to the discourse that addresses racial overtones as well. Western 
culture has a long tradition of comparing Western whites to non-Western people of colour. 
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Imperial and colonial views of the New World pictured indigenous people of colour as 
‘savage’ and ‘sub-human apes’ who, if left unchecked, would wreak havoc on the civilised 
(white Western) world and the Earth (Lott 1999: 7-13, Goff et al. 2008: 292-293, Goff and 
Eberhardt 2009: 1 of 3). The “Negro-ape metaphor” held currency over the last several 
centuries in a popular speculation that black people were located on an evolutionary 
spectrum ‘containing monkeys and apes at the least evolved end, continuing through savage 
and/or deformed anthropoids, and culminating with Whites at the other end ... Peoples of 
African descent, therefore, were theorised to reside somewhere between the deformed and 
the simian’ (Goff et al. 2008: 293). Such illogical thinking continues to influences our 
perceptions of people of colour to this very day. Western societies are dominated by white 
men acting from an assumed ‘mandate’ to dominate and to do so violently when necessary. 
The dominate rhetoric and praxes of non-caring Western ways of being, thinking and doing 
conveniently draws on the sinister side of human nature to justify continued exploitation of 
Others, of which people of colour have long been held out as the main scapegoats. Non-
whites (especially Africans) are located as ape-like intermediaries between humanity and 
the animal other, yet Western men are disproportionately responsible for most social and 
ecological calamities that are now affecting the Earth.  
 
Further complicating Western notions of race in the context of sustainability is the 
eighteenth century sentimentalist tradition of the ‘noble savage’. This characterisation of 
‘nature’s gentleman’ portrayed indigenous people as: 
 
… free as nature first made man, 
Ere the base laws of servitude began, 
When wild in woods the noble savage ran (Dryden 1968[1672]). 
 
The romanticised fellowship of indigenous people with place was overshadowed by a belief 
that any life attuned with Nature was not only inferior but would also unavoidably be 
subsumed—even extinguished—by the superiority of technologically advanced societies. 
The indigenous man became an imp, a simpleton, and a cultureless human landscape 
awaiting the inevitable civilising persuasions of modernity. Interestingly, and further 
complicating conversations about sustainability and race are notable indigenous (non-
white) examples of social and environmental duress that have occurred throughout recent 
human history. Contrary to popular perceptions about the noble savage, Jared Diamond’s 
influential Collapse: How Societies Choose to Fail or Succeed (2005) identified a number 
of indigenous cases of social collapse that foretell a future for us all if we do not make 
changes in the ways we currently use the Earth’s resources. Diamonds overreach 
hypothesis draws our attention to the fact that the concept of sustainability appears to have 
presented challenges to many people of many different backgrounds for a long time.5 These 
non-industrialised examples of community failures resulted from overreach, which 
Diamond considered, in response to direct environmental damage, climatic aberrations and 
inter-group rivalry, could be rectified through cooperative responses to the challenges that 
both industrialised and indigenous peoples have at-times suffered throughout human 
history (Diamond 2005: 11). But missing from Diamond’s analysis is the pervasive 
presence of a gendered undercurrent in our views about sustainability—industrial or 
indigenous alike. Our critiques of people of colour (non-Western and indigenous alike) are 
juxtaposed against a Western social construct that is awash with masculine hubris and 
hegemony. We have created an idealised mystique of ourselves that is not simply human, 
but Western white and male, and hold this up to be the dominant global paradigm against 
which all peoples are compared.  
 
6 In order to gain a sense of the ‘shifting sands’ within the sustainability discourse, see: 
(Bowers 1993, Daly and Cobb 1994, Haughton and Hunter 1994, Daly 1996, Wackernagel 
and Rees 1996, Newman and Kenworthy 1999, Barton ed. 2002, Brown 2002, Roberts 
2004, Williams and Millington 2004, Diamond 2005, Edwards 2005, Hopwood et al. 2005, 
Jaccard 2005, Meadows et al. 2005, Roseland 2005, Adams 2006, Orr 2006, Tanaka 2006, 
Steffen 2006, Hopkins 2008, Newman and Jennings 2008, Rogers et al. 2008, Beatley 
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2009, Chamberlin 2009, Holgrem 2009, Newman et al. 2009, Sarkissian 2009, Bernard 
2010, Clifton 2010a, Clifton 2010b, Gleeson and Steel eds. 2010). 
 
7 With its origins firmly rooted in a Western anthropocentric worldview, some considered 
these early iterations on sustainability to be weak and at-best reformist, noting the need for 
much stronger, more transformational approaches if we were to achieve an authentic deep 
green future (Daly and Cobb 1994: 197-198, Haughton and Hunter 1994:272, Wackernagel 
and Rees 1996: 36, Williams and Millington 2004: 99, and Hopwood, et al. 2005: 40). This 
reformist approach supports continued but more closely managed economic growth through 
improved efficiency, long-term investment, input and output diversification and accurate 
accounting of both. Such strategies encourage the preservation of biological diversity and 
the conservation of ecosystems by noting the interconnectedness of individuals, regions and 
bioregions, and can provide a buffer against the aberrations of an unpredictable future  
(World Commission on Environment and Development 1987: 26-28, and Hopwood et al. 
2005: 43-45).  
 
8 Connell (2001a: 45) illuminates the conceptual problems attached to a ‘crisis of 
masculinity’, since a crisis occurs within a coherent system. Meanwhile, masculinities, by 
Connell’s definition, are not systems but rather configurations within existing ontological 
systems, giving just cause to concerns about a disruption to or transformation of 
masculinities configurations, but not crises. To speak of a crisis of masculinities may then 
hedge towards restoring hegemonic masculine arrangements in the absence of sensitivity to 
these nuances. Agreeing with Connell, I am averse to such a trend, as this would feed 
backlash tendency to undermine the gains of feminism. This dissertation is intended to be at 
least in part an addendum to the excellent work of feminist and profeminist gender 
theorists. However, I also seek some guidance from vernacular understandings of men’s 
lived experiences from across the masculinities discourse, particularly the mythopoetic 
men’s movement. This will be clarified in Chapter 3. 
  
9 As it stands, Western men are caught between the blessing and the bane of their own great 
mastery. Compounding the gifts and struggles that accompany our species’ creative 
intellect are the impacts of traditional Western masculine qualities on the ways men in 
particular engage with each other, our environment and the self. Under the influence of the 
multiple intelligences hypothesis posited by Howard Gardner (1983), Daniel Goleman 
(1995: 140-141) suggested that men adopt an impermeable demeanour as a defence against 
emotional overwhelm, which resulted in an aversion to emotional upset. Men are trained to 
stonewall intense situations to protect themselves against the possibility of emotional 
overwhelm (Goleman 1995: 141). Little wonder that the sustainability movement has 
defaulted towards reform rather than transformation. 
 
Men readily seek to own things and control social functioning. They can use violent force 
when perceived to be necessary to keep people and systems in ‘their place’ within 
malestream social constructions (Connell 1995: 81-86). For example, in the context of 
permissive masculine violence it is poignant to recall the spate of violent killings 
perpetrated by adolescent or young adult males in schools and universities such as the 
Columbine High School Massacre in Littleton, Colorado on 20 April 1999. While this 
event gained much global publicity, it was but one of a spate of mass-killings perpetrated 
by supposed ‘non-conformist’ young men along with the 1927 Bath School Disaster, the 
1966 University of Texas massacre, and, more recently the 2007 Virginia Tech massacre. 
In each case, the perpetrators did not fit the classic ‘macho’ mould, were bitterly enraged 
about feeling marginalised, and sought unadulterated revenge on society through mass-
killings. These tragic events underscore the depth of pressure to conform and the intensity 
of feelings that can manifest when a man fails to reap the rewards of malestream norms 
(Hatty 2000: 1-3). Admittedly, these are rare incidences; not every man who feels cheated 
by the pressures of the malestream will turn to a pathological act to seek their revenge. But 
they do demonstrate the potency of masculine violence as a way of earning honour through 
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‘not-feminine’ or ‘morally unconstrained’ behaviour, which has particularly strong appeal 
to those who struggle to fit the malestream mould.  
 
Countering violent expressions of malestream oppression, some men have been seeking 
allegiances with feminism since the 1970’s (Seidler 1991). In fact, the profeminist 
masculinities literature is extensive and growing (see Chapter 3). Warren Farrell’s (1974) 
The Liberated Man was one of the first books about men written from a feminist 
perspective. Even though his more recent work reads as a backlash against feminism, 
Farrell was instrumental in the creation of the iconographic U.S. feminist organisation: the 
National Organization for Women (NOW), and sat as the only male board member of that 
organisation to be re-elected between 1971-74, effectively ushering in a new breed of man 
who sought allegiance with feminists (also see Farrell 2005, Sterba in Farrell 2008).  
 
Similarly, Herb Goldberg’s (1979: 40-46) The New Male: From Destruction to Self Care 
was another early masculinities treatise that responded favourably to the gains of the 
feminist movement. Goldberg identified four key ingredients in critiquing the modern 
Western (macho) male in the traditional sense: 1) Basic distrust in the counsel of other 
humans—or a sense that an individual man ‘knows what is best. 2). The perceived need to 
control other people in ways that stifle spontaneity and conceals vulnerability. 3) The 
willingness and socially sanctioned permission to manipulate one’s own feelings and those 
of other humans to gain economic, political and social advantage. 4) The personal and 
institutional repression of human needs as normally and healthily expressed by all human 
beings.  
 
Following this foundational work on men and masculinities, Raewyn Connell (1995: 83) 
identified two key patterns of violence collapsed within the Western malestream: a). 
Privileged men use violence to sustain their dominance b). Violence is used to rank men 
according to dominance such that heteronormativity and homophobia are preserved. These 
expected behavioural expressions are consistent with malestream norms, which constrain 
the ways that men are able to be, think and do things in their private and public lives to 
such an extent that ‘there is [still] only one complete unblushing male’ in the West, and he 
is a: 
 
… young, married, white, urban, northern, heterosexual, Protestant father of college 
education, fully employed, of good complexion, weight, and height, and recent 
record in sport. … Any male who fails to qualify in any one of these ways is likely 
to view himself—during moments at least—as unworthy, incomplete and inferior 
(Goffman 1963: 128, Kheel 2008: 37) 
 
This idealised Western maleness continues to fall within these parameters nearly half a 
century after Goffman’s insightful pronouncement.  
 
Anthony Synnott (2009: 46) suggested that the malestream man assumes three main forms: 
the warrior who embodies bravery, the gentleman who epitomises gentleness and gentility, 
and the self-made man who manifests his own success. These themes have persisted by 
reinforcing each other and are accompanied by the pervading hypermasculinist themes such 
as the good husband, the exceptional father, the tireless worker who juggles his family 
commitments with the demands of his career who is a protector and provider, a knight in 
shining armour, a civil man of the polis and, when it all breaks down, a violent beast 
(Synnott 2009: 46, 51). Embedded within these malestream norms is the supposed selfless 
man, who has emerged as a result of new wars in Iraq and Afghanistan in the wake of the 
9/11 attacks on the United States in 2001. Through these historical events, men have been 
called back to arms as the ultimate gesture of care and caring for family, community and 
State, perhaps to even the score for the affront on Western masculinity that resulted from 
the loss of the Vietnam war; a new crop of men being recruited under the auspices of the 
hero, warrior and altruist as they are asked once again to ‘risk their lives for others, and for 
their country, and lose them’ in the process (Synnott 2009: 50). 
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Western social, economic and political constructions continue to preserve a ‘boys club’ by 
rewarding those men who conform to malestream norms the most. Men who fall outside 
these parameters suffer a similar fate to women and non-human Nature; they are Otherised, 
even if still reaping some marginal privileges as rewards for their gendered ‘fortune’ of 
being born male.9 Hubris and hegemony continues to reign supreme by marginalising 
women, non-human Nature and non-conformist men (such as gays, bisexuals, queers, 
activists, social misfits etc.) in order to sustain Western malestream norms.  
 
10 Some view this selfishness as behaviourally and biologically intractable (Dawkins 1976: 
2-3, Maynard Smith 1985[1958]: 8-9, Bradley 1999: 172). Popular convention has long 
suggested that ‘individual selection’ or the selection of traits that enhance an individual’s 
survivability and reproductive success is the more dominant evolutionary force that 
overrides altruism, consideration of Others and a generally willingness to care about and 
care for the common good. 
 
11 Socio-biological research on altruism sheds some further light on this debate. Trivers 
(1971: 35) noted that the human sympathy for reciprocal altruism provided a framework for 
proving that ‘... certain classes of behaviour … can be selected for even when the recipient 
is so distantly related to the organism performing the altruistic act that kin selection can be 
ruled out’. According to Trivers, humans have been extending care and caring towards 
Others in four notable ways: 1). Helping the sick, the wounded, or the very young and old, 
2). Helping in times of danger (e.g., accidents, predation, conflicts or natural calamities), 
3). Sharing food and implements, and 4). Sharing knowledge (Trivers 1971: 45). However, 
these gestures centre on minimal cost/maximal gain for the altruist and in this sense could 
be interpreted as being motivated by self-interest. Encouragement to express such 
masculinist interpretations of care and caring are given within the parameters of a 
protector/provider ethos that is perpetuated by societal, domestic, emotional and/or sexual 
reciprocity. Short of the immediate gains of protecting and preserving non-human life, a 
malestream view on the broader care and caring needed to forge a deep green future 
reaches beyond the scope of traditional masculinist training. It is little wonder that attempts 
to address the social and environmental concerns of sustainability have thus far failed to 
secure a deep green future. 
 
12 Hart and Sussman  (2005: 194) noted that sociobiological determinism has locked men 
and women into stereotypical gender roles by attempting to prove that humans are 
genetically coded to seek territory, aggressively create and maintain dominance hierarchies, 
place men above women, establish permanent male-female bonds, practice matrilineal geo-
spatial migrations that forced men to move, and relegate infant raising to a maternal instinct 
(also see Wilson 1975). 
 
13 Oppression not only functions in a single direction from malestream men towards Others. 
These hubristic and hegemonic arrangements that advantage some men over Others are 
often self-sustaining and therefore create various ways to profit through men’s socialisation 
and their actions. However, those men who benefit most from Western malestream norms 
by generating the most insidious, the most overt and the most damaging versions of 
oppression towards women and Nature, must also contend with the impact of these 
oppressions on themselves. Under the influences of malestream norms, the most 
advantaged of men continue to perpetrate oppressive ways of being, thinking and doing 
upon not only women and Nature as but also on marginalised men and themselves. This 
hubris and hegemony accentuates malestream resistance to social and environmental 
sustainability and ensure men’s traditional means of seeking self-worth, but does so at a 
considerable cost to themselves. Unfortunately, not only for men, but also for the rest of 
life on Earth, this means that social and environmental calamities are all the more likely to 
occur unless different ways of being Western and male can be prioritised. This alternative 
path towards a future that is life preserving rather than life destroying might be constructed 
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as a new theory for Western masculinity, and might benefit from a plural and practical 
component as a central aspect of its contributions to men’s being, thinking and doing.  
 
It is this alternative masculinities theory that gains my fullest attention here. 
 
14 I add to this definition the vital contributions of gender theorists, who have highlighted 
the ways that marginalised men, women and Nature are mutually oppressed by a 
malestream world. 
 
15 Readers may find it useful to consider the works of Zihlman (1981), Keller (1983), 
Haraway (1988), Longino (1990), Harding (1991a, 1991b), Keller and Longino eds. (1996) 
and Haraway (2004), who are some of most vocal proponents of a feminist critique of 
malestream science. For more recent feminist perspectives on modern Western science, see 
Wyer et al. eds. (2001). For astute sociological commentaries on the implications of 
androcentrism for both women and men, see Faludi (1991, 1999). However, it is the 
perspectives of some key ecofeminist scholars that are of most interest here, since they 
have addressed the social and environmental ills that we now face as symptoms of 
malestream norms, which I found particularly useful in formulating an ecologised 
masculinities theory and praxis (Roach 2003: 37; also see Cuomo 1998, Salleh 1998, 
Warren 2002, Plumwood 2002, Kheel 2008, Sturgeon 2009). 
 
16 Deep ecologists use the phrases intrinsic value, inherent value, inherent worth or intrinsic 
worth interchangeably. Consequently, all four phrases are taken to be synonymous for the 
purposes of this dissertation. 
 
17 Note that ‘total view’ was not intended to define a particular position as a complete or 
absolute system. Rather, Naess (2006) defined ‘total view’ as a conceptual framework that 
reflects the individual’s unique sense of reality, which is unexamined and unarticulated 
precisely because it can be taken for granted. However, it would be tested by a set of 
internal, coherent and mutually supporting beliefs, ideas, values, concepts and categories 
that reflected the individual’s understanding about the Nature of Nature, and their role 
within it. Total views are then dogmas, belief systems, philosophies etc., which comprised 
the foundations of the individual’s ecological wisdom or Ecosophy T that results in an 
integrated way of thinking and acting that is personalised (Quick 2006: 59-60). 
 
18 Naess first coined the term ‘deep ecology’ at the Third World Future Research 
conference in Bucharest in 1972 and then published his landmark paper, ‘The Shallow and 
the Deep, Long-Range Ecology Movement: A Summary’, the following year. He defined 
this new form of environmentalism as a necessary and deeper view of the natural world that 
reached beyond. By ‘deeper’, Naess (2002: 7) meant to go right down to those assumptions 
about the world and our presence in it that we can wholeheartedly support. Naess was a 
deep questioner and thinker and consequently created a movement that reflected this 
tendency (Drengson cited in Naess 2008: 20, 27). He intentionally juxtaposed deep ecology 
against the reformist tendencies of ‘shallow’ environmentalism, which he considered to 
simply fine-tune human engagements with the environment, while not addressing the 
philosophical, social, and political roots of the ecological crisis (Fox 1990: 37-39, Glasser 
cited in Naess 2002: xxv-xxvi, Drengson cited in Naess 2008: 27).  
 
19 For prominent spokesman for biocentrism, Australian activist and philosopher, John 
Seed, and his Buddhist colleague Joanna Macy, deep ecology’s transformational potential 
was an essential aspect of environmental activism as a personal praxis.19 Like Naess, Seed 
and Macy viewed the conceptualisation of deep ecology as a powerful tool for visceral 
behavioural change (Seed 2006: 99, and Naess 2008: 140-141). These two activists were 
instrumental in creating a means for us to feel the feelings associated with our separation 
and loss of connection with non-human Nature (Seed et al. 1988: 14). One could access 
these feelings through what they referred to as ‘the work that reconnects’, which Seed 
(2006: 100) referred to as: 1). ‘Despair and Empowerment’ or work with the full spectrum 
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of human feelings about the ecological crisis; 2). ‘Deep Time, Evolutionary Remembering, 
The Cosmic Walk’ (where we remember our place in the cosmos); 3). ‘The Council of All 
Beings’, in which we embody and empathise with the myriad creatures with whom we 
share the Earth (Seed et al., 1988, Seed 2006: 100). For Bragg (1996: 96), this awakened 
ecological identity required continuous practice to prevent its fading over a six month 
period. Ruth Rosenhek is credited with facilitating these and similar ecosophical processes 
in collaboration with John Seed. Endeavouring to support ‘thinking like a mountain’, these 
processes were designed to reconnect us to the universal oneness of life and reawaken a 
deep and passionate sense of care for all living things (Seed et al. 1988: 8-9). They enabled 
the individual to regain energy, creativity and empowerment that would reconnect us to 
each other, wider Nature and the living Universe, giving individuals the necessary resolve 
to act on behalf of the Earth in being part of it expressing itself in human form.19  This 
praxis of ‘Nature-oneness’, which Seed and Macy advocated, has particular relevance for 
men. 
 
20  Deep ecology’s Apron Diagram: 
 
 
 
 
The three ‘folds’ of Naess’s Apron Diagram represent a set of ‘Ultimate Premises’ initiated 
at the religious/philosophical level at Level 1 (specifically Christianity, Buddhism, Western 
philosophy), through to the practical level at Level 4, which in combination are intended to 
facilitate what Naess referred to as ‘deep questioning’. Naess designed this process of deep 
questioning to be individualised rather than prescriptive (Naess 2005a: 61: also see Harding 
2011). 
 
Naess’s Apron Diagram represented his personalised philosophy of life, which, he argued, 
arose through deep questioning that one acquires through the four-level process described 
above. Level I represent those ‘Ultimate Premises’ formulated by Christianity, Buddhism, 
Western philosophies (especially those posited by Spinoza and Whitehead), and the 
personal exchanges between person and place that directs one down a path of discovering 
an individual ecosophy. Level II represents ‘Platform Principles of Movements’, including 
the peace movement, the deep ecology movement, social justice movements, etc. Level III 
represents ‘Personal Policies and Agendas’ that capture the plurality of views within deep 
ecology. Level IV is an array of ‘Practical Actions’ that enable us to redirect human 
development towards deep green future (Drengson 2008: 33). The Apron Diagram was 
designed to permit the individual to move in both directions from Ultimate Premises 
towards Practical Actions and vice versa, effectively charting a course through complexity 
and symbiosis in order to form the awakened self tightly coupled with wider Nature (Naess 
2008: 107-111, 168-170).  
 
 204 
                                                                                                                       
 
21 Autopoiesis was coined by Humberto Maturana and Francisco Varela in 1972 and refers 
to natural and human-made processes that are self-regenerating. 
 
22 Panzercharakter is borrowed from the Freudian term defined as the impenetrable shell 
that a man uses to protect him from the vagaries of life and keeps others at arms length 
(Naess 2005a: xxxi). The term is used here to distinguish the Protestant influenced stoicism 
of Aryan males that was internalised and even celebrated by Naess. 
 
23 It is important to note that Naess’s perspective on feelings was not intended to demonise 
them. On the contrary, rather than reifying the Cartesian division between self and the 
world, Naess (2002: 15) considered the human experience as both emotional and relational 
to the extent that it was not possible to stand outside of the self, since our thoughts, 
emotions, and relationships, were, in his view, inescapably part of our moment to moment 
experiences of living. The emotional aspect of the human experience provided one an 
opportunity to ‘pull themselves together’ in order to liberate the self from the grip of 
negative feeling; ideally one would achieve this on their own but Naess acknowledged that 
for most, outside help was of incalculable worth (Naess 2002: 38). Naess (2002: 16, 29) 
also considered feelings an opportunity to delve deeply into the journey of analytical 
abstraction, since emotions could be reduced to variations on the two principal emotive 
themes of desire and revulsion.  
 
24 Naess noted that Self-realization! required ‘selfless action’ through the reduction of the 
dominance of the narrow or ego self. It was ‘… [t]hrough the wider Self [that] every living 
being is connected intimately, and from this intimacy follows the capacity of identification 
and its natural consequences …’ (Naess 1986b). 
 
25 Deep ecology continues to invite us to embrace rather than conquer the living world. For 
Naess, this Nature ‘embrace’ required us to divest ourselves from the ego self and place a 
premium on altruism as a morally driven duty to Others which we should pursue with 
earnest vigour (Naess 2008: 94-95). Deep ecology is not only a transformative 
environmental ideology; it also pursues systematic changes in human attitudes, behaviours 
and institutions by transcending ecological ideas to create an ecologised identity (Katz et al. 
2000: ix, and Seed 2006: 98). The movement aims to reduce human suffering, while also 
preserving the natural rhythms of non-human Nature (Rothenberg 1993: 130-131, Naess 
2008: 187-191). It does so by providing a means by which the morality of 
environmentalism can dig deeply into the psyche of the self. For vocal North American 
deep ecologists Bill Devall, deep ecology encouraged us to ‘ground ourselves through the 
fuller experience of our connection to earth’ (Devall 1988: 11-12). While also facilitating 
an ecological realism that was designed to open one up to the flow of things in life across 
the fullest spectrum of the feeling self in ways that could be both gradual and sudden.  
 
26  In his analysis of Naessean deep ecology, Harrold Glasser (1999: 379) noted that the 
successes and applications of Naess’s thinking helped ‘motivate value priorities for 
ecological sustainability’. Indeed the Naessean forecast for the twenty first century 
indicated that would necessarily turn towards sustainability, but only after we suffered 
enormous ecological devastation at the hands of human-imposed environmental abuses 
(Anker 1999: 439-440). For Naess himself, the only chance we have of securing a 
sustainable future that is ecologically savvy, was by problematising the democratic aspects 
of some industrialised nations through non-violent means of ethical transformation, 
resulting Green political primacy through radical reforms that avoid dictatorial regimes—
even those that might mandate biocentric constitutions (Naess 1999b: 445). Naess held out 
the vision for eco-sustainable societies that preserves the quality of life for all at an average 
standard for contemporary rich society (Naess 1999c: 467). 
 
27 Naess makes an important distinction here. While he does not deny the presence nor the 
importance of emotion, he is particularly enthusiastic about encouraging individuals to 
transcend negative emotions with reason, resulting in ‘… the best side of human Nature … 
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even in a “bad lot” … that ensures the possibility of activating the positive emotions’ 
(Naess 2002: 89).  
 
In other words, Naess suggested that all human beings have the potential to transcend the 
negative implications of the feeling self by generating a kind of positive feeling about 
something that in his view took the shape of a deep transformative process similar to those 
experienced by Saints whose earlier lives were marred by unfortunate tendencies (Naess 
2002: 90). Positive feeling was for Naess an indicator of wisdom, maturing, our capacity to 
raise consciousness to a liberated state where actions are beautiful rather than obligatory, 
and have been tested in the crucible of conflict from an early age (Naess 2002: 117). 
 
28 Deep ecology’s eight-point platform, which helps shape my ecologised masculinities 
theory, is summarised thus:  
 
1. The flourishing of human and nonhuman life on Earth has intrinsic value. The value 
or worth of a non-human is independent of their usefulness for human purposes. 
2. Richness and diversity of life forms have intrinsic value and contribute to the 
flourishing of human 
3. and nonhuman life on Earth.  
4. Humans have no right to reduce this abundance and diversity except to satisfy vital 
needs. 
5. The flourishing of human life and cultures is compatible with a substantial decrease 
in human population, and the flourishing of nonhuman life requires such a decrease 
such that are fewer resources being consumed by humans, and more left to be 
consumed by non-human Others. 
6. Present human interference with the nonhuman world is excessive, unsustainable, 
and the situation is rapidly worsening. 
7. Policies must therefore be changed. The changes in policies affect political, social, 
economic, technological, and ideological structures. Were these changes 
accomplished, the resulting state of affairs would differ from the present 
considerably and would make a more joyful experience of the connectedness of all 
things possible. 
8. The ideological change is mainly that of appreciating life quality, rather than 
adhering to an increasingly higher standard of living.  
 
Those who subscribe to these eight points have a direct or indirect obligation to participate 
in attempts to implement the necessary changes (sources: Devall and Session 1985: 70, 
Naess 1986a: 509-510, Drengson 1992: 4-5, Drengson 1997: 3-4, Naess 2002: 108, 
Drengson cited in Naess 2008: 28, 31, Naess 2008: 11-12).  
 
29 Naess formulated Ecosophy T as his particular praxis of these eight principles (Drengson 
cited in Naess 2008: 3, 32). Ecosophy = oikos (household) + sophia (wisdom); also ‘… 
wise discipline of our own actions by living in harmony with nature so as not to damage the 
integrity of the Earth’ (Drengson 1995: 147). Naess acknowledged the inherent biases of 
individual people’s lives, and constructed a means to harmonise the resultant array of 
beliefs about the world. This diversity of total views increased the possibility of richer, 
deeper and wider creative insights about humanity and the other-than-human world that 
resulted from what he considered was a healthy process of constant re-evaluating of ideas 
(Quick 2006: 63). Ecosophy T was born from his own unique engagement with his adopted 
‘father’ and beloved Norwegian mountain, Hallingskarvet, upon which he built his cabin 
retreat, named Tvergastein or ‘crossed stones’ / ‘stone crosses’ which refers to the rock 
features of the area that contain distinctive crystalline patterns, which can be used as 
markers for finding one’s way in whiteout conditions common to Hallingskarvet (Drengson 
1992: 3-4). Ecosophy T invites us to discover an ecosophical (re)awakening for ourselves 
through deep ‘questioning, of always digging down to get to the roots of questions and 
issues’, and in this way, manifest ecocentric praxes reflective of our personal experiences 
and insights or ‘ultimate values’ (Drengson 1992: 3). 
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30 Indeed, Ecosophy T as a personal praxis is designed to encourage precisely this kind of 
pluralistic thinking and action. So why develop an ecosophy specifically for Western 
maleness and call it ecological masculinism instead of Paul Pulé’s ecosophy—an Ecosophy 
P? 
 
31 As discussed above, Western men are socialised to isolate and suppress their feelings. 
Many consider this a root cause of social and environmental problems. As I mentioned 
above, Naess exemplified this malestream approach by backgrounding emotional 
intelligence in favour of the powers of reason. His Ecosophy T did not directly address the 
link between Western maleness and social/ecological crises because gender politics was not 
his principal concern, nor was the presence or absence of an articulate emotional 
vocabulary in the ecosopher he aimed to awaken. Naess’s Ecosophy T focused instead on 
the following issues: human separation from Nature, long-range population reduction, 
respect for cultural diversity, establishing universal standards of living, and the persistent 
dissemination of ecological awareness. He was convinced that these strategies would bring 
about ‘global, long-range, ecologically sustainable development!’ or ‘ecosophically 
sustainable development’, which would result in the decrease of the material living 
standards in rich countries (without necessarily resulting in a decrease in the quality of 
one’s life) (Naess 2005b: 68).  
 
32 Note that I am not suggesting deep ecology is too soft on men per se, but rather fails to 
challenge the patterns of internalised superiorisation that haunts the Western malestream. 
 
33 Drengson and Devall (2010: 56-57) noted that the exclamation mark used by Naess here 
represented a distinction between norms and hypotheses, indicating Naess’s intended value 
norms that prioritise Self-Realization! first and then the support of others to realise 
themselves in their own unique ways—physically, emotionally, psychologically and 
spiritually. This is distinguished by Naess’s (1989: 197) philosophical logic accordingly: 
 
N1: Self-realization! 
H1: The higher the Self-realization attained by anyone, the broader and deeper the 
identification with others. 
H2: The higher the level of Self-realization attained by anyone, the more its further 
increase depends upon the Self-realization of others. 
H3: Complete Self-realization of anyone depends on that of all. 
N2: Self-realization for all living beings! 
 
... which he then followed with the following: 
 
Norms and hypotheses originating in ecology 
H4: Diversity of life increases Self-realization potentials. 
N3: Diversity of Life! 
H5: Complexity of life increases Self-realization potentials. 
N4: Complexity! 
H6: Life resources of the Earth are limited. 
H7: Symbiosis maximizes Self-realization potentials under conditions of limited 
resources. 
N5: Symbiosis! (Naess, 1990: 199) 
 
34 Thus, we have the Naessian statement by Warwick Fox that ontology precedes ethics; i.e. 
how we are being determines how we act (Fox 1990: 227). According to Fox (1990: 227), 
one realises their expanded Self through the ‘process of identification’, which he divides 
into ‘three general kinds of bases for the experience of commonality . . . personal, 
ontological and cosmological’. For Fox (1990: 249), personally based identification 
referred to the experience of commonality with other entities that ‘are brought about 
through personal involvement with these entities’. Ontologically based identification 
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represented those ‘experiences of commonality with all that is that are brought through 
deepening realisation of the fact that things are’ (Fox 1990: 250-251). And finally, 
cosmologically based identification indicated ‘experiences of commonality with all that is 
that are brought about through deep-seated realisation of the fact that we and all other 
entities are aspects of a single unfolding reality (Fox 1990: 252-253).  
 
35 Realpolitik is defined as the political principles that emerge from practical as opposed to 
moral or ideological concerns. Although the term can be used in the pejorative I am using it 
here in reference to the definition given, where emphasis is placed on policies and politics 
that arise from praxes. 
 
36 Dave Foreman was former Regional Representative and National Director of The 
Wilderness Society, a founding member of Earth First! and The Wildlands Project and 
member of The Sierra Club Board of Directors. 
 
37 Foreman’s views about human use of the Earth’s resources unapologetically rebuked the 
impact of industrialisation on Nature. His position emphasised survivalist strategies 
including intentional disruptions to infrastructure through ecosabotage (or ‘monkey 
wrenching’) ahead of equitable distribution of resources to advance human progress, and 
included restrictive approaches to immigration from poorer nations of the South to 
wealthier ones in the North (Abbey 1975, Foreman 1993: 5-11). After his arrest and trial 
for conspiracy, Foreman took a more measured approach to environmentalism in co-
founding the Rewinding Institute, whose mission is to advance conservationist efforts to 
protect large-carnivores and permeable landscapes as their vital habitats in ways that are 
bold, scientifically substantiated and practical (The Rewilding Institute n.d.). For further 
information on monkey wrenching, see Martin (1990), Foreman (1991a), Foreman (1993), 
and Young (2001).  
 
Humanists such as Murray Bookchin were accused of making light of Nature’s needs in the 
wake of dogmatic efforts to create liberated societies of freedom and justice for all of 
humanity as a prerequisite for environmentalism (Manes 1990, Chase 1991: 10). 
 
38 Recently, the tensions between these misanthropic views and those that prioritise human 
vital needs have reached some resolution through the mainstreaming of sustainability that 
attempts to prioritise the vital needs of both humans and non-human Nature—concurrently. 
The degree to which this reconciliation has been effective is however questionable. When 
push comes to shove, we tend to tip the scales in our own favour, to the detriment of the 
Earth. For me, this jostling between the prioritisation of human versus non-human Nature is 
the product of malestream norms, since the hubris and hegemony of masculinised societies 
maintain authority over the course of human social constructions and set the agenda for 
Earth exploitation versus Earth care, typically in the former’s favour. It is not in the best 
interest of Western malestreams to undermine the norms that prioritise men. Consequently, 
preserving and protecting the vital needs for all life still struggles to manifest as an integral 
aspect of human social, economic, political and ecological functioning.  
 
Forman’s protest was a reaction of sustainability rhetoric, which was locked to reformist 
approaches that he felt failed to provide needed transformations. On the other side of the 
debate, Bookchin became well known for his polemics along with his erudite and extensive 
articulations of social ecology through ‘… brilliant lacerations of assorted misanthropes 
[through] … painful, acerbic words that merely seemed to diminish the man and his 
broader project’ (White 2008: 68). It is a shame that so much of Bookchin’s brilliance was 
leveled at attacking others rather than finding common ground to help move us towards a 
deep and long range sustainable future more smoothly. 
 
39 Bookchin’s social ecology was designed to facilitate practical solutions to the problems 
of society and the environment. The emergent libertarian municipalities he advocated 
aimed to subvert the power structures of capitalism at the very localised grassroots level. 
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These counter-cultural collectives would play central roles in eliminating communities of 
sexism, homophobia, racism, concepts of the nation-state, economic exploitation, 
capitalism, and any vestige of social oppression that marred our current existence as a 
species and a planet. From there these libertarian municipalities would fabricate 
ecologically benign community exchanges with local ecosystems (Biehl 1991: 5-6, Salleh 
1997: 189). Effectively, Bookchin envisaged a future where these libertarian municipalities 
operated as decentralised democratic collectives that supported ecotechnologies, such as 
solar power, organic agriculture, and the humble industries of ecocommunities that 
harmonised with the Earth (Bookchin 1977: 33, Bookchin 1980: 109-110, Bookchin 1982: 
2, Manes 1990: 55, and Mellor 1997: 151). These collectives would, in Bookchin’s view, 
operate from the belief that communities could only honour the broader ecological whole 
by acknowledging the rich individuality and complex interrelationship of its parts, both 
human and other-than human alike (Bookchin 1990b: 5). Bookchin’s decentralised ‘true-
regionalism’ visualised non-hegemonic communities constructed on the belief that there are 
no hierarchies in non-human Nature, and therefore hierarchies ought not to exist amongst 
humans (Hayward 1994: 189).  
 
Social ecology encouraged humanity to seek a balanced place in the scheme of life in order 
to accurately understand and respect the Earth. The individual charge of the social 
ecologists was to view life through a unique interpretation of biocentrism (as opposed to 
anthropocentric or biocentric). This approach located human vital needs within the larger 
context of the Earth’s vital needs. Because these needs are so interconnected, it is necessary 
to tend well to the former in order to tend well to the latter (Bookchin 1990a: 216, and 
Bookchin 1990b: 46-47). This thinking resulted in what Clark (1990: 8) referred to as an 
emergent ‘ecological wisdom’, which acknowledged human societies as ‘constructed 
ecological systems’. Further, social ecology emphasised process and ‘dialectic potentiality’ 
as integral aspects of taking its unique politick to the commune. The movement aimed to 
empower individuals to make the world a better place, one classless collective at a time 
(Bookchin 1987a: 13, 23-25, Sethness 2008, Clark 2008b). 
  
40 Notably, social ecology offered a communitarian alternative to malestream norms. Social 
ecology promised a reversion to our truest natures where human beings are better able to 
exhibit ‘... care, dedication, and love’ beyond that which most of us are able to 
acknowledge within the constraints of the capitalist system (Bookchin 1987a: 32). 
Bookchin was convinced that (in the absence of market forces to drive us apart), we would 
care for each other, our communities (both constructed and natural), and in doing so could 
thereby reclaim our fullest selves and the wellbeing of our societies, along with the living 
systems that sustain them (Bookchin 1980: 104-105, Bookchin 1987a: 35-36). This 
libertarian municipalism subsumed the class-based and growth addicted capitalist societies 
with a network of mutual aid, reciprocity, complementarity and localised support systems 
that he felt would give more meaning to life and would humanise the exchanges between 
self and Others (Bookchin 1987a: 30). Ironically, Bookchin failed to practice what he 
preached, becoming known as a vicious critic of any who deviated from his dogmatic 
approach to social ecology. The result was a movement built around allegiance to Bookchin 
the man and his subscription to social ecology that has faded in significance throughout the 
ecophilosophical metanarrative with his passing. Never-the-less, the comprehensive litany 
of concepts and practices that define social ecology have been particularly useful in 
exemplifying an ecologised local politick even if its principal purveyor suffered from 
excessive dogmatic fortitude to the detriment to the movement’s effectiveness. Libertarian 
municipalism incorporated class-based and growth-addicted capitalist societies with a 
network of mutual aid, reciprocity, complementarities and localised support, which, 
Bookchin believed, would give more meaning to life through localisation, and would 
humanise exchanges between Others and the self (Bookchin 1987a: 30). 
 
41 In practical terms, a social ecological deep green future is unlikely to manifest beyond 
small collectives dwelling at the fringes of capitalism and dedicated to experimenting with 
social ecological tenets that criticise but fail to truly usurp Western malestreams. Some, 
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such as Robin Hahnel (2007), have argued that we would do well to consider a better use of 
transformative resources (such as the tenets of social ecology suggested by Bookchin) by 
consolidating our efforts and pointing ourselves in the direction of capitalist reform that 
supports dynamic experiments in equitable cooperation. If I were to accept such a reformist 
approach to social and environmental justice for the purposes of this inquiry, it would need 
to actively and successfully subvert malestream norms. However, to do so effectively 
requires transformational ethics and praxes. 
 
42 Indeed by1995, Bookchin split away from social ecology’s anarchist roots over the point 
of consensus being impractical for larger municipal needs and to address the drift away 
from anarchic tradition by baby boomer and Generation X proponents who he considered 
overly indulged in ‘… introspective personalism that denigrates responsible social 
commitment’ and resulted in a ‘fools paradise’ rife with ‘self-proclaimed primitivists’ and 
‘deluded’ and pretentious fringe dwellers (Bookchin 1995b: 10, Watson 1996). In response 
to this emergent disdain for the emerging individualist trends of advanced capitalism, 
Bookchin bolstered his rendition of libertarian municipalism as his surrogate 
epistemological node as the only viable alternative to capitalism. 
 
43 Balbus (1982: 169-196) noted that a patriarchal society problematises, otherises and 
subordinates women rendering them as less-than fully human. He noted that, consistent 
with Freud’s analysis of gender differences, that patriarchy had profound implications for 
the infantile individual’s self-identification, rendering the female as not male, and the 
phallus as the object of socially sanctioned power that effectively fleeced the power of the 
mother. 
 
44 Julie Cook (1998) noted that some ecofeminist philosophers were drawn to position 
themselves as dismissive of Spiritual/Essentialist ecofeminists without engaging with this 
work. One prime example of this is Chris Cuomo (1998: 6) who distinguished ecological 
feminism from ecofeminism by noting that the former was a subset of feminist thinking, 
while the latter served as an umbrella term that linked feminism with environmentalism as 
a variety of praxes including essentialists and spiritualists. To clarify my intended use of 
each, I use the term ‘ecological feminism’ when discussing the gendered implications of 
ecological thinking that arose within feminism. I use the term ‘ecofeminism’ when 
discussing the distinct varieties of theoretical interpretation of the ecological feminist 
discourse that were then each accompanied by unique praxes that make up the mosaic that 
is the ecofeminist movement. 
 
In order to locate myself in this tricky political terrain, I apply these definitions to my own 
training and the politics/praxes that inform this dissertation. I am then—academically 
speaking—first and foremost an ecological feminist ecophilosopher who is also 
significantly inspired by aspects of deep ecology and social ecology (I also acknowledge 
the six additional ecophilosophies mentioned above that have played lesser roles in shaping 
my thinking and as a consequence have been omitted from this dissertation). I have drawn 
on the pluralised nature of ecofeminisms to help me construct a pluralised path to 
ecomasculinities as ecosophic praxes that hold currency for malestream men in particular 
(see Chapter 6). In other words, the masculine ecologisation I propose is for men’s studies 
what ecological feminism has been for feminist theory; they both attempt to bring 
ecological concerns to the gender discourse while also bringing gendered concerns to 
ecophilosophy in ways that transform traditional gender relations towards more inclusional 
and relational (in this sense ‘ecological) exchanges, where greater care and caring for all 
Others and the self are prioritised.   
 
45 Granted, there have been some considerable improvements in the plight of women and 
Nature as Western societies have experienced raised consciousness around issues of social 
and environmental justice. However, Buckingham (2004) noted that these improvements 
have been incremental and have failed to transform the existing social constructs of 
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Western malestreams—in other words sexism and androcentrism continue to rule the roost, 
meaning women and non-human Nature remain oppressed. 
 
46 This is a message reiterated by key feminist scholars (Daly 1978: 9, Mellor 1992: 236, 
Merchant 1992: 184). 
 
47 Notably, d’Eaubonne (1980: 64) did not clarify what this gendered reversal of leadership 
would look like, other than to hold ‘… man directly responsible for today’s deplorable 
demographic situation, and not only male power; man at every level … on the grounds that 
all society’s evils … have masculine origins’ beyond the political distinctions of capitalism 
and socialism.  
 
48 The movement aimed to contradict the sexist notion that ‘… woman leads to man’s 
corruption. Women are ‘the Devil’s Gateway’ … and use flesh as bait’ (Daly 1978: 7-9). In 
response to the misogynistic overtones of sexist Western malestreams, ecological feminism 
critiqued the feminised frailty, lust, and embodiment, juxtaposed against the robustness of a 
masculinised ‘ultimate reality’ (Griffin 1978: 8, 28). 
  
49 Further to the political analyses and activist influences of the first two branches, the third 
harbours a spiritual dimension that offers ritual-based alternatives to fragmentation, 
alienation, agonistic dualisms, and exploitative dynamics, that honour holistic integration, 
interrelatedness, transformation, embodiment, caring, and love. In the Old Testament the 
earliest reference to a ‘red and hairy’ or ‘rough’ Wild Man is Esau, the herder-hunter and 
son of Isaac and Rebekah, Notably, Esau was also older twin brother of the gardener Jacob 
who supplanted his older brother even though a quiet man who preferred to stay indoors. 
These brothers permeate Hebrew and Christian traditions in many guises throughout 
Western history. Sjöö and Mor (1987: 5) cited Neolithic evidence to support the hypothesis 
that the earliest of Western civilisations were in fact championed by women circa 10,000 
B.C., who had woven an intricate relationship between human society and their 
surroundings, based on communitarian living. Further, women (and not men) gained access 
to love for other women through love of the Earth Goddess, feminism being the ‘rebirth’ of 
universal oneness and infinite selfhood that men largely deny themselves and attempt to 
deny women through sexism. Such an orientation is aligned with the teachings of several 
Eastern and indigenous spiritual traditions that posit non-duality as the most integrated path 
forward for humanity’s relationship with non-human Nature (Spretnak 1993).  
 
The Spiritual/Essentialist branch of ecofeminism argued that women’s special relationships 
with the Earth had the power to produce egalitarian matricentric societies that were 
peaceable and free from hierarchies, exploitation, or marked aggression. The essentialist 
voices within the ecological feminist discourse are taken here to be problematic since 
supporting women as ‘Earth Mothers’ and things feminine as fundamentally ‘nurturing’ 
restricts the ability for men and things masculine to move towards and share in such 
exchanges between society, Nature and the self, in addition to overly generalizing about the 
caring capacities of all women. This tendency to ‘sex-type’ men, women and the Earth is 
risky because it tends to exclude men and masculinities from an ecologised discourse in 
ways that other variants of ecofeminism do not (Hallen 1994: 21). 
 
50 This summary is inspired by my study of the following works within the ecofeminist 
discourse: Hallen 1988: 18, Lahar 1991: 34-43, Carlassare 1992: 53-58, Adams 1993: 1-9, 
Mies and Shiva 1993: 13-21, Plumwood 1993: 8-9, 35-36, Plumwood 2002, Davion 1994: 
17-28, Warren 1994 119-123, Sturgeon 1997: 3-5, 23-58, Warren 1997: 4, Warren 2000: 
21-41, Buckingham 2004: 146-154, Norgaard and York 2005: 506-522, Kheel 2008: 207-
274. 
 
51 Like Merchant (1980: 43), I acknowledge that the Mother Earth metaphor can create 
potent inhibitions to prevent us from exploiting Nature’s riches since most of us would be 
reticent to ‘slay a mother, dig into her entrails for gold or mutilate her body. As long as the 
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Earth was conceptualised as alive and sensitive, it could be considered a breach of human 
ethical behavior to carry out destructive acts against it.’ Like Roach (2003: 59), I agree that 
we cannot presume that all people will hold such views about their mothers nor their 
impacts on the Earth. The belief that all mothers are caring and self-sacrificing is indeed a 
misnomer (Roach 2003: 60). The notion of motherhood continues to be one of the most 
overt fronts of sexist oppression imposed upon women through its persistent devaluing, 
which essentialist ecofeminists can in fact reinforce (Gaard 1993: 302: also see Howard 
1999, Wolf 2003). Further complicating our views on motherhood are the perceptions of 
‘Mother’ as the dangerous, cruel and torturous man-eater, who can strip men back to basics 
in an instance and at will (Roach 2003: 72, 76, 119). And the Hurt Mother, cries out 
desperately for our help to save her from destruction; the environmental movement built—
at least in part—on the presumption that we can and must restore her to health in the wake 
of exhausting her through our wanton exploitation of her riches (Roach 2003: 125). Roach 
(2003: 3-4) considered these various interpretations of Mother Earth to give just cause for a 
‘heart-of-darkness’ environmentalism; one that traverses a Good Mother, Bad Mother, Hurt 
Mother mysticism to awaken the wilderness both within the human soul and beyond (also 
see: Oelschlaeger 1991). Roach’s hypothesis suggests that our attitudes towards Mother 
Earth demonstrate that human beings are not only prone to badness, but that we defer to 
badness readily, even when the more positive alternatives are well known. This is a point of 
deviation between her views and my own. As I have previously attested, this dissertation is 
built on the premise that all people, including all men, are born fundamentally good, and 
that innate goodness is obscured but not eliminated by the experiences of our pasts. By this 
logic, our views of Mother Nature are destructive and bad not because the human heart is 
pulled to darkness, but because the human heart has been hurt, making care and self-less 
acts of caring for all Others more difficult to cultivate, but not impossible to restore, if the 
person is lead along a path of recovering their own innate goodness. My views on the 
innate goodness of men were introduced in Chapter 1 and will be further elaborated in 
Chapter 7. 
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CHAPTER 4 
 
CARING:  
A POST-GENDERED DISCOURSE 
 
For an ethic of caring, the problem of justification is not concentrated upon 
justified action in general. We are not ‘justified’—we are obligated—to do 
what is required to maintain and enhance caring. We must ‘justify’ not-caring; 
that is, we must explain why, in the interest of caring for ourselves as ethical 
selves or in the interest of others for whom we care, we may behave as ones-
not-caring towards this particular other. 
Nel Noddings 1995: 22 
 
Father and Son (Gloredel 2008) 
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Politics and Personas of Care 
There must be conditions for the full development of human beings and 
satisfaction of their basic needs as individuals, as women and men. This 
can ideally occur through caring ... 
(Shel 2009: 122)  
 
A central aim throughout this dissertation has been to expand the degree to 
which men care and extend caring towards Others. I have argued that it is 
essential for modern Western maleness to explicitly join in the task of 
forging a deep green future. This will best be achieved by reawakening 
men’s innate capacity to care and be caring. And in order to accomplish 
this, we will learn much from feminist care theory (also known as ‘ethics of 
care’).1  
 
Towards this central aim of Chapter 4, I begin by asking the following two 
questions: Firstly, do human beings naturally care? Secondly, and more 
importantly for the purposes on this dissertation, do men naturally care and 
if so how can we better support them to extend their caring towards Others 
and themselves? I raise this second question to distinguish the arguments 
that follow from debates about human nature. If, as I have introduced in 
Chapter 1, all men are indeed born good and possess an infinite capacity to 
care for all Others, the task of this project is to create the right conditions to 
reawaken a caring Western maleness. I have already suggested previously 
that this caring maleness is naturally present and persists in every man, even 
if his care and caring are currently backgrounded by malestream norms.2 
Consequently, the task of Chapter 4 is to provide evidence that supports this 
claim, which I do so by drawing from feminist care theory, and then 
proceed to explore men’s care and caring in both theory and practice.  
 
The early sections of Chapter 4 explore the extensive work by feminist care 
theorists. I argue that if we are to forge a deep green future for all life on 
Earth, men must extend themselves caringly towards Others. Men must 
strengthen their sense of responsibility for the wellbeing of all Others and 
become increasingly accountable for their actions. They must be willing to 
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do what it takes to make the world a better place to live in, from the smallest 
to the largest of scales not simply as a gesture of civic duty but also as a felt 
and lived experience of empathy for all Others. Consequently, this chapter 
ultimately aims to translate the insights of feminist care theory into the 
masculinities context.  
 
Here, I examine both the political and personal aspects of care and caring. I 
investigate the essentialism that pervades popular conceptualisations on care 
and caring. I note (and later challenge) this gendered bifurcation, which can 
reinforce the perception that women are more caring than men. I clarify the 
similarities and differences between the private and feminised spheres of 
care and caring that have traditionally focused on nurturing acts, compared 
with the public and masculinised expressions of care and caring that present 
in the form of justice as the socially sanctioned and civic rendition of 
masculine care. I then draw parallels between feminist care ethics and 
humanity’s capacity to care for and be caring towards non-human Others. 
Finally, I explore the recent changes in men’s public and private expressions 
of care and caring. Through an analysis of men’s care for Nature along with 
the changing face of the Western father, as two notable examples, I reach 
for a post-gendered understanding of care and caring that is ecologised in 
the literal and metaphoric sense. This enquiry is designed to be theoretically 
and practically applicable to modern Western men and masculinities and 
aims to facilitate the reawakening of men’s full humanness. 3 
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Foundations of Care and Caring  
On the most general level, we suggest that caring be viewed as a 
specific activity that includes everything that we do to maintain, 
continue, and repair our ‘world’ so that we can live in it as well as 
possible. That world includes our bodies, our selves, and our 
environment, all of which we seek to interweave in a complex, life-
sustaining web.  
(Tronto 1993a: 103) 
 
I reiterate that men do care and are caring. However, their care can be 
abstract, rational and divested from emotional investment in the wellbeing 
of Others. Justice is an excellent example to validate this claim, as it is one 
obvious and public expression of the ways that men can express their care 
and caring.4 For men to pursue justice is to conform to the existing 
parameters of malestream norms, since men are commonly socialised to be 
isolated from Others as well as themselves. Taylor (2002: 123) argued that 
men’s isolation tends to bind them to duty, honour, and the justification of 
their own existence to make a difference in the world from an egocentric 
rather than egoless place. Offering care and caring in this removed way is a 
rehearsal of men’s oppression, since men remain isolated and less relational 
in doing so. Countering this stereotype, some men do find themselves 
serving in caring roles at work or home.5 And as a consequence the 
permissible expressions of men’s care and caring is changing. But not 
before some fierce critiques about the different ways that men and women 
care were formulated by feminist care theorists. Given women and feminist 
theorists in particular have taken the lead on this issue, it is to their 
contributions that I turn to in unpacking a discourse on care and caring. 
 
Overview of Feminist Care and Caring  
Carol Gilligan and Nel Noddings initiated a new feminist discourse on care 
and caring that is broadly labelled ‘ethics of care’. Gilligan’s In a Different 
Voice: Psychological Theory and Women’s Development (1982) was a 
landmark feminist contribution to the caring discourse. Through that work, 
Gilligan ascribed masculine and feminine personality roles not primarily to 
biology but rather to the ways that women were universally expected to 
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assume prime responsibility for childcare. Central to Gilligan’s argument 
was her observation that this gendered differential in the ways girls and 
boys are cared for as infants and small children resulted in different 
experiences for male and female children, which in turn set both genders up 
to express care and caring in notably different ways as adults. In making 
such claims, Gilligan became one of the first vocal proponents of a view 
that might loosely be defined as ‘difference’ theory.6 Building on Gilligan’s 
work, feminist educator and philosopher, Nel Noddings, wrote a second 
important feminist work on care and caring: Caring: A Feminine Approach 
to Ethics and Moral Education (1984). She defined care and caring as 
products of states of mental suffering or engrossment reflective of our 
burdens, our sources of anxiety, the consequences of our fears, that caused 
us to act caringly towards someone or something (1984: 9). Noddings 
considered care and caring to be receptive concepts that were subject to 
shared control between the cared-for and the one-caring. Initiation of care 
and caring could occur by being available to offer care as sentiment or being 
in need or want of caring acts (for a fuller critical analysis of Gilligan’s and 
Noddings’ contributions to feminist ethics of care, see Appendix B). Other 
feminist scholars have since expanded the body of knowledge on care 
beyond Gilligan and Noddings.7  
 
The discourse on care and caring is characterised by a relational focus. 
Indeed, the ways we understand and speak about care and the ways we act 
caringly are subject to the status of the relationship between the Other and 
the self. This caring sentiment can be backgrounded or accentuated 
according to the ways we care about and care for someone or something, 
which in turn reflects the presence or absence of ethics of care. Stephen 
Darwall’s ‘rational care theory’ suggested that when we care for Others, we 
promote their welfare (2002: 37-38).8 We seek ‘the good’ for them. To do 
so effectively, we must see ourselves also as care-worthy.9 Care and caring 
are often accompanied by a concurrent sense of acceptance of the self as 
well as a sense of responsibility for the wellbeing of Others, whether 
wilfully or dutifully imposed or innate (Tronto 1993a: 102-103).   
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Put simply, and in alignment with feminist care theorists, all human beings 
care and are naturally caring, be they women or men. Accordingly, it could 
be argued that we have been ‘hard wired’ to care and be caring throughout 
the entire history of our species. However, in the cultural context of the 
modern West, the ways this care is expressed is shaped by the ways that 
men and women are differentially socialised.10 And care and caring are not 
presiding features of the malestream West, especially amongst wealthy and 
white males—those in privileged positions are liberated from care and 
caring as a direct consequence of being sufficiently privileged to be able to 
have others do their care and caring for them.  
 
That said, men can and do assume caring roles. However, when they do, 
their masculinity is commonly called into question (e.g. men as kindergarten 
teachers or nurses), or, alternatively, that caring role may be raised in status 
through increased authority and remuneration in order to ‘sanctify’ that kind 
of care and the male carer (e.g. the cook becomes a chef and the activist 
becomes a politician)—in order to protect and preserve the privileged 
position of the caring man within the confines of malestream norms. Men 
can be caring, but they and their societies go to considerable lengths to 
sanctify their care such that these expressions are revered. In this way, 
men’s care and caring becomes permissible and avoids contradicting 
malestream norms. This valorising of male care and caring does not occur 
for women. The ways that women are socially sanctioned to care and be 
caring differs from men’s care and caring. Indeed, where women have long 
been expected to tend to the hearth in domestic subservience, and to take 
second place in civil society, men’s care and caring have long been 
restricted to reaching rational goals such as protecting and providing for 
one’s family domestically or tending to the public pursuits for the sake of 
societal flourishing civically (Gilmore 1990: 42, Tronto 1993a: 118-119).  
 
Like Joan Tronto (1993a: 101), I believe that the feminist discourse on care 
ought to expand to become an integrated aspect of the moral and political 
philosophies and praxes of contemporary Western life. This means that care 
theory and caring paxes cannot be a feminist ideal alone, but must also be 
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adapted to shape, enrich and expand the ways that we define men and 
masculine identities as well. In other words, we need to stop pinning care 
and caring in its broader sense on women and things feminised. And we can 
do this by firstly noting that men, like women, naturally care and are caring. 
We must then create the right conditions for men to show that care and 
caring across a broader spectrum of ethical and behavioural possibilities. 
Let us then further explicate feminist care theory. 
 
Praxes of Feminist Care 
Tronto (1993a, 105-108) noted that the theory and praxis of care could 
operate concurrently. With the assistance of Bernice Fisher, Tronto 
identified four analytically distinct but interconnected phases of care theory 
and praxis, which indicated the comprehensive nature of feminist ethics of 
care: 
 
• Caring about: awareness of and attention to the need for care to be 
extended towards Others; 
• Taking care of: assuming responsibility for the needs of Others for 
care that represents a preliminary form of caring for Others; 
• Care-giving: Meeting some or all of the Other’s needs for care as 
the more substantial and directive form of caring for Others; and 
• Care-receiving: the receiver responds to the care being offered, 
their response potentially requiring more care (Tronto 1998: 16-17)11 
 
Care harbours social value with both private and public significance that can 
be harmonious or conflicting, depending on who determines the care 
needed, how that care is mediated, what quality of care is offered, and how 
the care being offered is received (Tronto 1993a: 108). Care emerges 
through giving and receiving. Care can provide a sense of accomplishment 
as well as the fulfilment of obligations or it can leave us feeling used 
(Bubeck 1995: 150). Care is a common fixture of our daily lives, traversing 
the boundary between the self and Others, and instigates a variety of caring 
actions. Indeed ‘[c]are is probably the most deeply fundamental value’ for 
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human beings to assume (Held 2006: 17). Consequently, care has many 
meanings and applications for both women and men. 
 
Feminist Care and Caring for Men  
The discourse on care and caring ought to not be divided along gender lines 
between masculinised (civic) care and feminised (domestic) caring—even 
though it long has. Rather, the conceptualisation of care ought to respect the 
unique facets of caring capacities as praxes for both women and men. 
Consequently, I argue that when we operate from a relational connection 
with all Others, we care (care about) and extend caring (care for) towards 
them along with the self—concurrently. I suggest that when we do so, we 
are claiming and operating from within our full humanness. While accepting 
the plurality of views discussed above, I consider care and caring to be 
emotive, right, and good as well as innately human. I acknowledge, as 
Michael Slote claims, that care and caring can manifest differently in 
women and men (Slote 2007: 1). Caring can take multiple forms along a 
scale between masculinised public care as justice focused and feminised 
private care through home-keeping and family rearing. However, it is more 
generally considered to be ‘a specific pattern of interactions between two 
individuals based on relatedness’ (Bubeck 1995: 229). Where care is 
discussed as privately feminised or publicly masculinised, I believe that 
both ‘gendered’ concepts and praxes can be internalised by both women and 
men. The problematic tendency to presume that gender determines the form 
and application of our care and caring must be clarified and actively 
subverted. A hyper-masculinised and public pursuit of caring is consistent 
with malestream norms that train men to dominate the family and champion 
civil society, while justifying internalised superiorisation in the pursuit of 
justice for the sake of the common good.12 It is therefore inadequate to 
extend care to Others conceptually, while leaving actual task of doing the 
caring for those Otherised others to perform—such incongruence between 
sentiment and action would render the care inauthentic.  
 
So how do we attain an authentic care and caring? I have drawn much 
insight from a wide range of perspectives from feminist care theory, 
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permitting them to influence my responses to such a question. In the context 
of a distinction between care (caring for) and caring (caring about) human 
and other-than-human Others, ecological masculinism simultaneously 
embraces the primacy of the self and the universalism of community care.13 
I note that one cannot give caringly to others when one’s inner wellbeing is 
under-attended. Epistemologically speaking, one will be reticent to care for 
someone or something if one cannot gain a perspective of the Other’s reality 
just as one is likely to underestimate the caring needs of Others if one’s own 
needs for care are emaciated. Ethically, one will struggle against the odds to 
care and extend caring towards Others if social sanction dictates that one 
ought to behave to the contrary. With these parameters in mind, the 
ecological masculinist seeks to integrate both the traditionally caring 
feminised self (domestically) with the traditionally masculinised champion 
for justice and equality (civically) through one’s thoughts words and deeds 
at home and in one’s community. 
 
The next section explores the way that we can apply feminist care theory to 
the care of non-human Others. I will suggest some new directions for the 
care discourse as a post-gendered construct that builds bridges between care, 
caring, men and masculine identities. My contributions include the need for 
a masculine care theory that addresses men’s relationships with Nature and 
their attentiveness as fathers as two notable examples of the kind of 
masculine care and caring I advocate in the remainder of Chapter 4. 
 
 
Caring for All Others 
 
Far from being romantic, an ethic of caring is practical, made for this 
earth. 
(Noddings 1984: 99) 
 
This section deliberates on the ways that feminist care theory can be 
extended to non-human Others. Here I also explore the role that men and 
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masculine identities play in expressing care towards non-human Others 
since extending care and caring towards all Others helps reduce suffering 
from the personal to the global.14 This broader application of care theory has 
been acknowledged in the feminist care theory for some time. Indeed, Nel 
Noddings dedicated a chapter in her 1984 book to caring for plants, animals, 
things and ideas, arguing that broader care was an implicit aspect of 
humanity’s natural capacity to care and be caring towards all Others 
(Noddings 1984: 148).15 It is true that we can feel similar levels of care 
towards non-human Others as we can do to our own species. This broader 
care includes our care for animals and plants as non-human persons (Singer 
1979: 93, 97; also see Singer 1975, Singer 1993, Regan 1992, McGinnis 
1999, Webster 2005, Spira and Singer 2006). There is, however, a power 
differential between non-human Others and ourselves. We operate as 
stewards of the Earth precisely because we can: our gadgets, creativity and 
intellect enable us to dominate other living things and we have long been 
mandated (through the Judeo-Christian tradition in particular) to do so. 
Most of us prefer to avoid inflicting intentional harm on Others. 
Collectively, it seems that our intuition, our moral fabric and our sense of 
responsibility to the welfare of Others generally prevent us from acting in 
ways that cause Others harm. When we deviate from this standard, we do so 
by suppressing our full humanness: we disengage from an emotional 
connectivity to the non-human Other in the same way that some ruling élites 
have dehumanised the victims of wanton genocide to establish and maintain 
power and privilege.16  
 
When we discriminate in extending care and caring, we can awaken the 
most sinister aspects of the self as much as we can extend our greatest 
goodness towards Others. This paradox holds true not simply in the ways 
we interact with each other, but also in the ways we use and abuse the Earth. 
Our care and caring can be suppressed by the mechanisms of oppression 
that separate the self from the Other. When we oppress in the name of self-
care, we are stripping away our full humanness to enable the oppressor 
within to arise. William S. Hamrick (2002: 124) poignantly argued that it is 
precisely this separating of the self from the Other that causes us to lose 
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degrees of our humanity. This loss can result not only in a separation from 
non-human Nature, but can also create sufficient moral desolation to enable 
repeated acts of cruelty towards non-human Others. Nevertheless, it is not a 
foregone conclusion that our capacities to care and be caring are purely self-
serving. We have an equally strong ability to extend great care towards 
Others selflessly as well. We care for our children, we care about our 
environment, we care for an ailing elder or even, in the more superficial 
context, our national soccer team’s performance and the sense of pride we 
gain when they win their match in a prestigious tournament.  
 
When fully engaged, care and caring are products of our full humanness. 
Extending care towards Others and our selves reflects our innate goodness 
or the pull to express love, concern and gratitude towards all life on Earth in 
its most basic form. However, that same care can be corrupted and can 
manifest as self-care and caring at the great expense to others—humans can 
after all be selfish as well and indeed have a proclivity to be so. I believe 
that in our fullest human capacity, we are compelled to the former—to 
minimise the suffering of all Others. Our socialisations interrupt this innate 
capacity to care and be caring on the broader scale. Indeed, an 
environmental consciousness has arisen since the 1960’s precisely because 
we care not only for our societies but also for non-human Nature along with 
ourselves—the sexual and green revolutions were born close to each other 
for precisely this reason. While history offers a multitude of examples of 
our dark sides that can cause great harm, we are also drawn to the light. 
Humans care and are caring; and men are humans.  
 
If, in company with humanistic psychologists and philosophers, I am correct 
that the fundamental nature of humanity is good and this premise holds true 
for men as much as it does for women, care and caring must be seen as 
default aspects all human beings that have been essential for our survival, 
from the hostile surrounds of a small band of savannah apes through to the 
most elaborate megalopolises where we gather in the millions. In addition, 
while care and caring behaviours can be constrained by hurts, 
circumstances, ideals, beliefs, and misguided prejudices, I believe that they 
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are present in us all, waiting patiently for the right conditions to be 
(re)awakened. Taking these beliefs to be true, we must preserve our capacity 
to care for all Others at every opportunity, as both women and men. 
 
However, it is difficult for one to assume social or environmental 
responsibility when their salary is dependent on them ignoring or justifying 
the social and environmental consequences of their actions. In this instance, 
one’s life becomes interwoven with money, prestige, power, control, overt 
social inequities, and the accentuation of global warming; a grim fate for 
loved ones, the Earth and the self. Unfortunately, this is not unusual. Ethical 
arguments for or against, for example, the nuclear industry aside, the issue I 
highlight here is how easily we disassociate ourselves from the fruits of our 
labour—many men live lives of remarkable success within the confines of 
malestream norms, but do so by sanitising their accountability to the global 
commons, or in the more immediate sense, their own connectivity to other 
human beings and therefore themselves.  
 
While such perspectives are to be held to account, it is counterproductive to 
stop at blaming and shaming a man for his sexism and/or his contributions 
to the destruction of the Earth. The entire global economy functions on an 
assumption that men will serve in such roles in society—men are raised 
from the moment they are born to grow into ‘human-doings’. Countering 
malestream norms, my argument is this: we need men to become softer, 
kinder, more caring and fuller human beings who both conceptually and in 
practical terms live in the knowledge that they are integral parts of an 
intricate universal whole. To be, think and do otherwise is to assure our 
species collapse in the longer-term. While many men will achieve material 
comfort, and will protect and provide for their loved-ones to varying 
degrees of success, many will also struggle to authentically care for Others 
and themselves. Men’s care for all Others and the self is not a foregone 
conclusion. The modern Western masculine experience is rife with duty-
bound moral imperatives that encourage a divorcing of the self from 
connectivity to Others.  
 
 225 
A by-product of these prescriptions of men’s ways of being, thinking and 
doing is a less-minimised life in the Naessean sense. Like Naess (1986b: 
16), I suggest that pleasure, happiness, and self-realisation are paramount 
pursuits, are dependent upon the degree to which we awaken our full 
humanness, and shapes our ability to access authentic gestures of care and 
caring, which I believe are innate. To be such a man is to contradict the 
hubris and hegemony of Western malestreams, to prioritise relationality 
over egocentric gratification, and in doing so, to care deeply for others and 
the self. Such a path offers men a rich alternative reality that capitalises on 
the unique and remarkable human endowment to live in communion with 
Others on a sustainable Earth, which, as I have demonstrated above, 
feminist care theorists have rightly suggested is currently more readily 
accessible for women. 
 
Forging a deep green future is, after all, no longer a radical notion. It is, 
rather, a necessity if we are to truly address the human impacts on our 
societies and Nature. Western municipalities routinely recycle domestic 
waste; triple bottom lining is a more common aspect of contemporary 
corporate modelling; concerns about climate change have transitioned into 
an emergent carbon economy; rivers are being restored; poisons are being 
banned; endangered species are being revived; local community initiatives 
are being reprioritised—all because we care for our Earth and are being 
called to treat it with the utmost care (Hamrick 2002: 123, 152-168). These 
views and the alternative practices that they manifest, are integral to the 
Naessean Self-realized! self, which stand in opposition to Western 
malestream norms. We are being called to defend the global commons, 
even, perhaps especially, as malestream mechanisms of social and 
environmental domination falter in the wake of a Global Financial Crisis 
that has been second only to the Great Depression of the 1930s 
(Countercurrents.org 2010). Indeed, if we avoid extending care and caring 
to our Earth, we will continue to corrode our own full humanness, as much 
as we will continue to destroy the fecundity of the Earth’s living systems for 
present and future generations of all life.  
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The link between this call to broader care for all Others and the support of 
our full humanness is not new. Thomas Merton’s (1958) Prometheus: A 
Meditation captured the essence of our fundamental need to be caring 
human beings in the broader sense. Merton admonished man [sic.] through 
the following declaration: 
 
Tell him this—that he must become a person. Yet he feels that he can only do this 
by an exploit/a tour de force. And the exploit itself is doomed to failure. Condemned 
by his very nature to face this gesture & this crime/he feels drawn/by his very nature 
itself/to extinction. The fire attracts him more than he can believe possible/because it 
is in reality his own … In consuming himself/he finds self-realization.  
 
While speaking of the human condition, Merton’s chide continues to 
harbour relevance to modern Western men and masculine identities. The 
apparent self-destructive nature of humanity is implicit here and has 
endured the trials and tribulations of many centuries of pestilence and war. 
Merton’s retort was, paradoxically, accompanied by an earnest quest for 
what I interpret to be a similar Self-realization! to that advocated by Naess. 
Merton considered this Self-realized! self to be an individual consumed by 
an interpenetrating non-human Nature, an ecologised self that cares deeply 
for his or her place in the broader scheme of things.  
 
From this vantage, and reiterating the insights by Australian activist and 
ecophilosopher, John Seed, the caring masculine self allows himself to 
become the Earth in human form, caring for itself. In the wake of a struggle 
to save a stand of Eastern Australian remnant rainforest, Seed (1988: 6) 
declared:  
 
There and then I was gripped with an intense, profound realization of the depth of 
the bonds that connect us to the Earth, how deep are our feelings for these 
connections. I knew then that I was no longer acting on behalf of myself or my 
human ideas, but on behalf of the Earth … on behalf of my larger self, that I was 
literally part of the rainforest defending herself … that these connections—and the 
knowings and feelings that stem from these connections—are in all of us. I know 
that we must tap them if we are to stop the destruction and allow the Earth to heal 
herself. We must find ways to bring forth such realizations in their truth and power 
in order to arouse and sustain us in defending life on Earth. 
 
As a self-proclaimed deep ecologist, Seed had the experience of becoming 
the rainforest in human form. It is not remarkable that his declaration is one 
of caring for his hallowed forest in the tradition of a Naessean Self-realized! 
self. He reawakened the ecosophical self precisely as Naess encouraged it; 
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his larger self, who was acting on behalf of the rainforest, was his 
ecologised self, the Self-realized! self. In that moment, Seed was operating 
as a more fully self-expressed human being, who cares deeply for all Earth 
Others and is, accordingly, awash with caring praxes. And he is able to 
become this precisely because the boundary between the self and the Other 
is dissolved by care; that traditional boundary becomes less significant as 
the relational space between self and Other is nurtured.17 This connection to 
the broader ecological oneness of life is an ontological awakening of care 
and caring. This relational nurturing brings forth ways of being, thinking 
and doing that combine the pragmatic and intuitive aspects of our capacity 
to care empower us to care for all Others authentically. In these caring 
ways, we become in and of the Earth, rather than its passenger or exploiter. 
Through these fundamental shifts towards greater care and caring for all 
Others, we operate in ways that are sensitive to and aware of our 
interconnectivity with all Earth Others. Thus, we are better able to care and 
be caring constructively (as is the case with John Seed), rather than 
destructively (which has become the dominant traditional mode of the 
modern West). The distinction here is one of egoless versus egocentric 
(indeed androcentric) care and caring. And awakening this deeper care and 
caring is ecologisation in action, which must become a central fixture of the 
modern Western masculine experience as much as it must be one for 
humanity to assume.  
 
Maree Stirling (1990) wrote a master’s thesis on Investigating Sex 
Differences in Environmental Concerns, which took a marked sociological 
bent on the masculinities/Nature nexus by examining environmentalism in 
the context of gender dynamics. She noted that the limited 
acknowledgement of an interface between masculine gender identity, social 
justice, and environmentalism was amplified by the absence of literature 
that discusses these topics concurrently, despite the fact that the nexus 
between environmental concerns and gendered concerns had been raised 
elsewhere (Merchant 1980, Honnold 1981, van Liere and Dunlap 1981, 
McStay and Dunlap 1983). Quantifying interviews with both female and 
male environmentalists, Stirling gauged levels of gender identification and 
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connection and degrees of environmental concern by comparing sex with 
gendered self-conceptions. It was demonstrated that men were slow to adopt 
environmentally supportive activities while women, on the other hand, 
adopted these activities as a reflection of their perceived connection with the 
environment and children (since the foetus is easily taken by women to be 
the ‘canary in the coal mine’) (Bradley 2006: 62). Her study concluded that 
there was a notable differentiation in the uptake of environmental care 
between women and men, with females rating as more environmentally 
concerned than males (Stirling 1990: 55). Stirling (1990: 50) concluded that 
the: 
 
… ‘feminine’ is defined as ‘patient’, appreciative’, ‘sensitive to the needs of others’, 
‘self critical’, ‘timid’, ‘shy’, or ‘gentle’. ‘Masculine’ is represented by ‘firm’, 
‘bossy’, ‘confident’ ‘forceful’, ‘skilled in business’, outspoken’, ‘pleasure seeking’ 
and ‘strong’. 
 
By comparison, her study also determined that men were prone to support 
harder environmental policies, oriented towards problem solving. The 
traditional traits of women and feminine traits were identified as expressive 
and conformist precisely because they tend to be socialised as ‘affectionate, 
obedient, responsive to sympathy and approval, cheerful, kind, and 
friendly’, to which she added the qualities of caring, nurturing, emotional, 
vulnerable, fragile, cooperative towards and dedicated to the development of 
others, dominant in the domestic realm, and versed in the social expectation 
of softer approaches to managing the human impact on Nature that focus on 
intuitive, emotional and sensual expressions of care (Stirling 1990: 5, 29). 
These were socialised character traits that men in the study did not display 
as strongly. However, McEvoy (1972: 224) demonstrated that men are also 
‘somewhat more environmentally concerned about the ‘spoiling of natural 
surroundings by air pollution, soil erosion, destruction of wildlife, and so 
forth’. That study suggested men’s environmental concern has existed for 
some time, but, arguably, and in reflection of their malestream 
socialisations, their attention tends to be more regionally focused. Stirling’s 
study offers us some explanation for men’s investment in resource 
consumption and the development of technological innovations to drive 
economic growth precisely because care and caring are required if a 
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hypermasculinist malestream is to be preserved. In other words, a self-
sustaining system of domination is imbued with care and caring but these 
virtues are co-opted to advance the logics of domination that advantage men 
over otherised Others.  
 
In summary, care and caring have been standard aspects of the male 
condition throughout human history. They have direct relevance to the ways 
men care for and care about non-human Others, but have been regional 
(rather than localised) expressions of environmental care, as well as public 
pursuits of civic justice. Many men have relegated familial, relational and 
Earth care to the background of their lives. These layers of masculine care 
and caring have operated throughout the entire modern project in particular 
ways that have been more public and political than private and domestic. 
While the ways that men show their care and caring for all Others if aligned 
with pervading gender stereotypes, I remind the reader that I have taken the 
view that these permissible expressions of masculine care are the products 
of socialisation rather than reflections of the innate differences between 
women’s and men’s care and caring. I argued above that these masculine 
advantages come at a cost to men’s full humanness by eroding their inner 
wellbeing and the relational intimacy between the masculine self and 
Others. In cases where, despite his or her gender, a person is able to become 
fuller human, he or she becomes a morally mature person who ‘understands 
the balance between caring for the self and caring for others’ (Tronto 1993b: 
249). I believe that ecologisation (or the emphasis on relational exchanges) 
is one way to achieve this morally mature caring demeanour and full 
humanness. Indeed, for the caring person, it can be difficult to reconcile the 
cognitive dissonance that accompanies a life of privilege at other’s expense. 
Similarly, it is difficult for a caring person to position themselves above 
others in dominating or subordinating ways, even though these positions of 
privilege are common for a select few who find themselves at the top of the 
socio-economic ladder, as is characteristic of malestream societies. To 
achieve a deep green future, we must reawaken men’s care and caring for 
all Others and the self. To achieve this (re)awakening, we must close the 
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gap between justice and care, not only conceptually, but specifically 
between men, masculinities and Nature. 
 
I dedicate the remainder of this chapter to exploring how this masculine 
ecologisation, which emboldens men in particular with care and caring, 
might become apparent. In doing so, I will give particular attention to the 
notion of masculine care and caring through fathering. 
 
 
Caring Maleness 
… as ‘ecosophers’ we find the notions of ‘care, respect, responsibility, 
knowledge’ applicable to living beings in the wide sense. 
(Naess 1986: 4) 
 
Caring as an activity, disposition, and attitude forms a central part of 
probably all cultural conceptions of femininity and is virtually absent 
from, or even incompatible with, conceptions of masculinity … caring 
supposedly comes naturally to women, hence the care for husband, 
children, parents, relatives, neighbours, and more generally the needy is 
supposed to be the ultimate fulfilment of in women’s lives. Men, by 
contrast, are supposed to be fighters. If they are not involved in a 
physical fight or war and can express their masculinity in this way, they 
express it by being competitive and more generally by having, and 
being, in power. 
(Bubeck 1995: 160) 
 
Thus far, I have explored feminist care theory in preparation for the ways 
that we might allow that thinking to shape men’s broader care and caring for 
all Others and the self. I have demonstrated that women have taken the lead 
in deconstructing and reconstructing our understanding of care. I have 
explored the public and paternal nature of masculine governance over 
family and management of civil society (Held 2006: 12). I have also 
identified the significance of extending relational care and caring towards 
all (non-human) Others (Noddings 1984: 12). I have argued that our 
capacity to care more broadly for all Others is an innate part of modern 
Western maleness, a characteristic that has been concealed by social 
conditioning and championed by ecosophers such as Naess and Seed. I have 
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also emphasised that an ethical transformation is not only needed but also 
possible by increasing the likelihood and the opportunities for modern 
Western men and masculinities to care and be caring. I have effectively 
challenged malestream domination of women, Nature and marginalised men 
by calling for a softer, kinder and more caring human male who knows both 
conceptually, and in practical terms, that he is an integral part of an intricate 
universal whole. The task henceforth is to explicate care and caring in the 
context of modern Western men and masculine identities.  
 
The next step in ecologising modern Western men and masculine identities 
is reawakening care and caring within them and in the modern Western 
social constructions of masculine identity. I acknowledge the wealth of 
theoretical work that scholars have contributed to explaining feminist 
epistemologies about care, which has also been accompanied by the social 
and Earth wisdoms of ecophilosophers in helping us understand how we 
might better relate with the Earth. And as I have demonstrated above, that 
work has been instrumental in moving us towards a deep green future, and 
has the potential to redefine the ways that care and caring are incorporated 
into modern Western maleness as well. I would now like to consider 
feminist care theory in that same context to further strengthen my support 
for the shifting of malestream norms towards greater care and caring instead 
of being considered ‘feminised’ and therefore fundamentally ’unmanly’ 
(MacGregor 2006: 59).  
 
Men’s willingness to care and extend caring through intimacy, childcare, or 
land care tends to be abstract and emotionally disengaged.18 After all, the 
Western male experience is characterised by a tendency to value money and 
power above authentic care in our societies (Mies 1993: 304). Brabeck 
declared that: 
 
Men develop a rational moral attitude based on an understanding of alternative 
conceptions and a commitment to a universal abstraction. Women develop less of a 
concern for these abstractions, are more embedded in particular concerns about 
individuals, more feeling than thinking, less committed, and thus, more morally 
labile [vulnerable to change] (Brabeck 1993: 43-45). 
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This willingness to flex with the changing landscape of one’s life that 
characterises women’s lived experiences more commonly than men’s 
indicates a strong bias towards viewing care as a feminised trait steeped in 
communication and sensitive awareness of the self and others. This mutual 
exchange of information pulls the one caring towards the one being cared 
for. Their caring gestures are shaped by the relational exchange between the 
two in such a way that the care is not simply left for the carer to determine 
but is the product of communication between the carer and the one being 
cared for. In essence, authentic care is created and refined in the space 
between the carer and the one-being-care-for. It is not, nor can it truly be, 
decided upon by one towards the other in isolation. Both parties to the 
exchange are necessary. The power differentials between men and women 
and men and Nature complicate this dynamic flexibility precisely because 
logics of domination obscure equal regard for the self and the Other 
(Plumwood 1993). 
 
Social convention frames traditional expressions of maleness as rigid and 
pragmatic, compared to femaleness, which is seen as emotive and dynamic. 
I suggest that exploring similarities in the ways that both men and women 
show care (in other words, highlighting points of intersection rather than 
difference between the genders) might offer some helpful guidance as we 
proceed towards awakening masculine care and caring. Masculinity and 
femininity are distinct gender identities but are constructed within 
individuals. These differences ought to be acknowledged as mutually and 
equally important, as opposed to being either ignored or overly emphasised 
by one gender (generally men) to gain primacy over the other (generally 
women).19 This realisation suggests a post-gendered reality. If we are to 
achieve full humanness, we must undergo a process of becoming 
consciously and relationally connected with all Others. However, we must 
do so not simply as human beings, but as male with female and masculine 
with feminine, as well; in other words, the traditional gendered boundaries 
that define men and women according to who cares and how much they 
express their caring must be transcended.  
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In effect, we must each be ecologised in reflection of our entire suite of 
thoughts, words and deeds. Moreover, this means we must not only address 
the gap between humanity and Nature, but we must also reconcile the gap 
that exists between the masculine and the feminine. In doing so, we are 
more likely to integrate care and caring into the masculine and feminine 
expression of the self in all peoples, beyond gender identity.  
 
The ecologised masculine self facilitates expressions of innate goodness or 
full humanness in the self and others regardless of their gender or biology. 
As my preliminary offering in this regard, ecological masculinism supports 
the view that care and caring are vital ingredients in the conscious 
deconstruction malestream norms. This is precisely because it is 
ontologically more difficult to dominate those that we care about and care 
for at home, in our communities, and in the world, that sustains us (Curtin 
1991: 66). Put simply, men who care and extend caring towards all Others 
and themselves are less likely to oppress.20 
 
However, such men can be viewed as sappy, obsessive, vulnerable and 
emasculinated in the malestream West (Salzman et al. 2005: 74-75). Miller 
(1988: 40) alerted us to men having long been socially sanctioned to 
associate power with assertion and aggression, but not caring. Parenting and 
childcare, domestic duties, nursing, teaching young people, and the like, 
continue to be considered the primary task of women. For men to assume 
caring roles in society continues to be correlated with ‘unmanliness’ 
(Bubeck 1995: 166, Salzman et al. 2005: 77). To be a caring man in the 
ways suggested here could still be an affront to malestream norms. When 
men authentically care for all Others, they abdicate their supposed ‘normal’ 
manliness, which, in the context of malestream norms, means they renounce 
their mandate to operate from an internalised sense of superiority that has 
serviced their privileges, power and control for millennia; in other words 
they consciously decide to challenge the oppressive nature of their gendered 
social norms. The constraints of these malestream norms have persisted to 
this day, making it difficult for men to avoid the magnetism and socio-
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economic rewards associated with the internalised superiorisation that 
accompanies their supposed superiority.  
 
Indeed, the benefits of malestream norms are costly for men’s ability to care 
for Others (Pease and Pringle 2001: 12). To be a caring man is privately and 
publicly risky in a world that devalues caring masculinity as ’womanly’. 
The realities of contemporary gender socialisations make a caring 
masculinity extremely difficult to manifest.21 This is a crucial point. How 
can a man care when the pervading masculine norms, which have been 
imposed on generations of modern Western men, encourages them to see 
themselves and all men as separate and above Others? Amplifying this 
dynamic even further, some women, who may implore men to become more 
vulnerable, emotionally literate and intimately available to them, may also 
deplore them for being too ‘soft’. For these powerful reasons, men appear to 
be—and indeed may function as—less caring than women; they are 
pressured to behave thus, but this is not their innate heritage. It is not that 
men cannot care, but that their capacity to care is cauterised by the beliefs, 
the thoughts and the actions that they assume, and the messages that they 
receive from, men, women and society to be ‘real men’. 
 
Consequently, to become an ecologised man can be a daunting undertaking. 
Many have been exposed to the seduction of the charismatic male, who 
manipulates, dominates, controls, dashes and dares. This kind of man is 
infused with daring ethics disguised as caring. In reality, he is often a poor 
carer. He is driven to satiate the ego and readily operates in disconnection 
from Others, even though, he may quietly yearn for real relationships 
(hooks 2004: 121). His ‘dealings with human beings, other sentient life, and 
external nature … must transcend a purely technical attitude and come to 
see … [Others] as something more than manipulanda in the double sense of 
having no inherent value and as mere means to our ends’ (Hamrick 2002: 
121). If we are to achieve a deep green future, men must be able to access 
and express their care and caring both privately and publicly without fear of 
social retribution or ridicule from either men or women.  
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This alternative approach to the ways we perceive men and masculinities 
requires an ontological transformation in both men and women that actively 
subverts malestream daring; effectively taking a stand against the impacts of 
men’s oppression on men. This mean’s we must be willing to de-emphasise 
men’s socialisation which currently encourages competition, emotional 
suppression, independent competence, and an aggressive ability to take 
charge of situations. In addition, this must be accompanied by the 
willingness to swiftly and precisely eliminate any threats to self-sanctity and 
the ways one can show care and caring as a man. This alternative path to 
avoid men’s oppression must prioritise men’s full humanness in the same 
way that it supports the full humanness of women and the fullest flourishing 
of the voiceless other-than-human Others with whom we share the Earth. 
Such a man is an agent for a new kind of man, one whose masculinity is not 
defined by his superiorisation, but rather the degrees to which he is able to 
cultivate the relational space between himself and the Other. Such a man is 
conceptually and practically ecologised; he is an ecoman, whose nuances I 
explicate more fully in Chapter 6. 
 
Care at any Cost? 
For now, I would like to explore the conditions that restrict the arising of 
this ecoman. The primary obstacle to an ecologised masculinities theory and 
praxis, which supports men to care and be caring towards all Others, is 
men’s oppression.22 This oppression is imposed upon men by malestream 
society. The limitations of men’s permissive ‘civil’ care restrains 
expressions of the masculine self as much as they facilitate the oppression 
of Others by men. Stack (1993: 109) argued that the differences in moral 
development between men and women have seen the former framed as 
‘hero-warrior-king’, who shows care through a stoic and emotionally 
distanced demeanour (also see Kipnis 1991, 2004). Indeed, protecting and 
providing, while suggesting superficial expressions of masculine care and 
caring, can accentuate men’s isolation from family, friends, colleagues and 
non-human Nature, effectively reifying men’s oppression by distancing men 
from their full humanness and encouraging them to internalise a sense of 
superiority. Under such circumstances, many men find themselves wedded 
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to roles of service to others at considerable cost to their own wellbeing.  For 
example, take the words of an anonymous corporate executive, who stated 
that men in his position: 
 
... just work very hard. We come in early in the morning, we leave late at night, and 
we worry like hell. We don’t sleep much and that’s the sacrifice we make, in return 
for which we get paid great deals of money. That’s the way life is … we don’t see 
our families (Siklos 1995: 271).  
 
 
Such a life is wracked with the loss of emotional and relational intimacy.23 
The social pressures to define one’s masculinity within such parameters are 
enormous. These malestream norms, which are constructed by men and 
imposed upon men, provide revealing examples of the ways that intimate 
emotional involvement with Others is occluded in the malestream context 
(Hobson 2002: 6). This central mechanism of men’s oppression is soul-
destroying for malestream men in as much as it is socially and ecologically 
unsustainable for women, Nature and marginalised men. In emphasising 
daring ethics, the malestream man is, in effect, attempting to compensate 
himself for the suppression of his own innate goodness and his own natural 
capacity to care for Others as the ultimate gesture of caring for the self. He 
must do this because if he offers these gestures of caring, he would 
effectively be greeting Others as equals in a world that expects him to 
dominate, placing him in an impossible dilemma (of wanting to care but 
being socialised not to) that can turn in on the self or Others, and motivate 
him to cause harm precisely because he feels so badly about himself. This 
loss of connection to the self is eroding men’s health and wellbeing (Stair 
2007: 124-125). The gendered norms of the malestream man immersed in 
daring compel him to prioritise self-care while backgrounding expressions 
of care for Others on the personal, societal and environmental levels. 
 
As founder of the International Re-Evaluation Counseling Communities 
(IRCC or RC), Harvey Jackins (1987: 5) offered a revolutionary view on 
human care and caring in thoughts such as the following: 
 
The essence of human caring stems from our own essential natures, the high-level 
natures that we have evolved with the development of our elaborate central nervous 
systems with their potential functions of intelligence, awareness, complete freedom 
of decision, and power [original emphases]. 
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Jackins argued that we naturally care that things are ‘right’ as human beings 
in ways that ensure we: 
 
... passionately, deeply wish for, and assist in, the survival and flourishing of every 
other human, and to lesser degrees, of every life and of every real entity in the 
universe, simply because it is “right.”  
 
His argument pointed to the basal conclusion that every human being, when 
freed from the distresses that otherwise cause harm to Others and 
themselves, seeks to care for and a care about Others, and in doing so 
assumes an inherent attitude reflective of our essential human nature to do 
the ‘right’ thing by Others and ourselves. 
 
Paul Whyte (1998), a Sydney men’s leader and advocate for Jackins’ RC 
movement, had the following to say about men’s oppression and care: 
 
To recover from the processes of [men’s] oppression, relationships are needed that 
are different and ‘human’ enough to allow change to take place. It is the dynamics 
of both the injury process personally and the oppression process institutionally that 
make us replay what has gone wrong in our lives. A woman's injury from a male 
then colours relationships with men. The major challenge then for a man in a 
relationship with a woman is to get to be ‘fuller human’ enough that recovery takes 
place.  
 
I add that the path towards masculine full humanness is to reawaken a 
man’s innate goodness and therefore his capacity to care and be caring; to 
show this facet of his humanity; to lift off the carapace of individuation and 
let the emotional significance of his own inner machinations and those of 
the people he choses to let close be fully felt. This is not to disregard a 
man’s capacity to strive, achieve, construct and create, but rather to expand 
beyond his human ‘doingness’ to allow himself to be a fully integrated 
‘human being’ whose significance in the world is relational and in this sense 
ecological. In so doing, modern Western men and masculinities are directly 
enrolled in the tasks of forging a deep green future: 
 
Men need to have a full enough program for their own personal liberation and their 
liberation as a man. We need to be coming from a place of being OK as a man to be 
able to be able to work towards the assistance to any other group. Somewhere in all 
of us [men] we carry the messages that we are somehow less than fully human. 
Men’s acceptance of this about himself as a man is what gets passed on to women as 
his sexism. Mostly as men we don't see it very well. So a systematic approach is 
needed to review our lives. As we, as men find the places that we have been 
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‘trapped’ in less than a ‘fuller human’ life we gain the ability to end the passing of 
this on to women (Whyte 1998). 
 
Western malestreams lack caring precisely because the caring discourse has 
remained largely gender-bifurcated between feminised care and 
masculinised justice. I also note that further complicating the issue of male 
care and caring is a chronic aspect of men’s oppression. Many men—like 
many women—long to live caring lives. But one of the primary barriers to 
the manifestation of this care are the feelings that afflict men as they are 
influenced by the ‘feeling badly feelings’ that are enmeshed with men’s 
oppression. These feeling badly feelings might be defined as the 
accumulated feelings of self-loathing for being born male that instil a belief 
that one is ‘out there on my own’, bad, wrong, under siege, in competition 
with all other men, etc., for privileges, power, control and access to women 
and the riches of the Earth.  
 
This facet of men’s oppression is symptomatic of the pressures placed on 
men to prove themselves to have lived ‘successful’ lives in alignment with 
the social morays defined by Western malestream norm. These feelings can 
also result from men being held accountable for the world’s major problems 
in both personal and civil spheres. In other words, the feeling badly feelings 
that can persist in many men’s lives can render them both victors as well as 
the vanquished. These feeling badly feelings are either self-destructive or 
Other destructive. When a man feels badly about himself, he runs the risk of 
further isolation and disconnection from Others, effectively setting him up 
to perpetrate oppressions on others in greater frequency and at greater cost 
to Others and himself. Moreover, that isolation enables these feeling badly 
feelings to feed on themselves, effectively cauterising a man’s capacity to 
care. It is not surprising, therefore, that the daring ethical norms of Western 
malestreams have emerged at least in part to salve feeling badly feelings. A 
common defence against feeling badly feelings is the ego-driven bravado of 
daring self-expressions that can be located at the heart of malestream norms. 
Feeling badly feelings become potent motivators for a pretentious ‘I-am-in-
charge-ness’ that is characteristic of the daring aspects of malestream norms 
and presents in the exchanges between Others and the modern Western 
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masculine self. Sexism is a systematic manifestation of this dynamic, as is 
the destruction of the Earth.  
 
Many men experience difficulty in being emotionally honest with 
themselves and those they interact with as a direct result of the lack of 
intimacy, safety and trust that they are expected to endure throughout their 
lives. To be vulnerable is commonly taken to be a sign of weakness, an 
affront to the very core of a man’s being, thinking and doing within the 
parameters of malestream norms. One might ask: is it essential to be 
vulnerable to care about the vulnerability of others? When it becomes 
broadly permissible for a man to express his vulnerability, he is better able 
to empathise with the plight of others, to relate to their world-view on an 
intimate level, effectively undermining the mechanisms of oppression that 
characterise malestream norms. It is for this reason that I believe care and 
caring are necessary ingredients in any antidote to the oppression of women, 
Nature and men.  
 
Any life-review process—specifically intended to raise men’s health and 
wellbeing—must address the internalised superiorisation of men, support 
men to claim their full humanness, and proactively point them in the 
direction of an oppression-free future that enables them to authentically be 
caring, and thereby supportive of sustaining all Others, along with 
themselves.24 This suggested ‘life-review process’ can be taken as 
synonymous with my suggested ‘ecologisation’ process that encourages a 
raised relational life—one that prioritises men’s willingness and ability to 
advance their emotional quotient which will in effect accentuate their levels 
of innate care and caring for Others and themselves.  
 
The societal morays that define and guide modern Western masculine 
identities are beginning to shift as the discourse on social policy redefines 
masculinities in relation to men’s education, violence, health, and social 
exclusion (Hearn 2010: 167-179). Another visible example of these changes 
in the parameters of modern Western maleness can be illustrated through 
the shifting perceptions of men’s roles as fathers and family men.  
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The Struggle of Fatherhood 
In its simplest form, modern Western fatherhood is characterised by the 
tension between ‘cash versus care’ (Hearn 2002: 260, Hobson and Morgan 
2002: 3). The resulting social construction of familial caring can further 
distance men from their families. Ironically, women are increasingly 
working away from the home and men are adopting domestic duties in 
greater numbers than has been the tradition (Hochschild 1995, 1999: 195-
202). The apparent deficit in childcare needs has fallen increasingly on men 
in intact families either to generate more cash (to service the additional cost 
of nannies, au pairs or child care services), or to fulfil family obligations to 
care for children as more active fathers (Goldberg et al. 2009: 160-161). 
These changing family dynamics complicate men’s roles as family carers 
and challenge traditional gender roles. 
 
Proactive fathering (and husbanding) is also being significantly eroded by 
the increased prevalence of divorce (Catlett et al. 2005: 99). Rising financial 
pressures, coupled with growing expectations to tend to domestic duties 
with a fuller suite of emotional capabilities are contradicting malestream 
expectations that men ought to only be civic masters, while in the public 
sector the visibility of fatherhood in social policy debates is increasing, 
effectively raising the expectations and the support services available for 
men to tend to the lives of their children proactively (Williams 1998: 65, 
Williams 2008: 66). Consequently, the changing terrain of the Western 
family demands that men make more equitable contributions to familial 
care. This shift is beneficial in closing the gap between the family roles that 
women and men have traditionally assumed. However, men are faring less 
well than women through these sorts of familial changes, especially as 
separation and divorce have become more common. Generally, men 
struggle during separation and divorce much more so than women; indeed 
they benefit more than women from emotionally and physically stable, 
coupled family arrangements and show signs of much greater suffering 
when relational breakdowns occur (Catlett et al. 2005: 100). Many men hold 
deep-seated convictions that their primary role is to maintain a family for 
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the good of their children; they may suffer terrible feelings of isolation, 
failure, guilt, shame, fear and sadness when they find themselves in split 
family arrangements, sharing custody and co-parenting with a former 
spouse with whom they are no longer closely connected (Catlett et al. 2005: 
106-109). By contrast, women who are socialised to be more broadly 
socially connected fare better through the tumult of relational breakdowns 
precisely because they are generally more socially connected and therefore 
supported by non-spousal relationships. 
 
When relationships falter, men typically lose touch with familiar power and 
control mechanisms as father and spouse that typically accompany salient 
norms (Catlett et al. 2005: 110). It is common for a man to struggle 
emotionally and physically post-divorce, precisely because malestream 
norms have conditioned him to expect domestic authority and to shoulder 
the burden of a relational breakdown on his own. Legal implications in most 
Western nations during separation and divorce proceedings are also 
typically tipped towards minimising disruptions to women and children, 
leaving some men feeling victimised by child-support and custody battles 
(Collier and Sheldon 2006: 1-26). Typically, women retain primary 
possession of the children and in many instances the family home as well, 
which has the collective affect of ‘substantial emotional distress’ for men 
post-divorce (Beaver in Catlett 2005: 99-100).  
 
Thus we can see that changes in familial dynamics have challenged men’s 
traditional identities so that they are societally pressured to distance 
themselves from their families when living with them and are distanced 
further still when relationship breakdowns occur (Flouri 2005: 11-14). The 
general theme for men is one of distancing rather than closeness whether 
their families are intact or not. When examined through this lens, familial 
life can be emotionally unrewarding in ways that are similar to the 
challenges men face when they and their spouse separate or divorce. The 
pressures of being the dutiful family man are met with similar potential for 
trauma during separation. Either scenario harbours the potential to strike a 
devastating blow to men’s inner wellbeing. There is little wonder that many 
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men struggle not only to remain in caring relationships, but similarly 
struggle when they are out of them as well. 
 
Consequently, men find it difficult to reach out and connect with those they 
want to be close to precisely because they lack the socio-cultural training to 
cultivate care and caring towards Others and themselves. We might then 
argue that many men understandably struggle with family dynamics. 
Moreover, it is not until familial breakdowns occur that many men 
experience the ‘bankrupt’ nature of a duty-bound externalised and publicly 
powerful life that caused them to sacrifice the emotional intimacy of family 
life. Keith Owen argues that the cost of a fractured family can literally 
‘sneak up’ on a man and drive him further into drugs, alcohol, pornography, 
prostitution, excessive masturbation, isolation, loneliness, depression, 
violent sports and violating competitiveness, an inflated sense of self, and so 
forth; the consequences can be severe, in some cases resulting in ‘chronic 
sorrow’ and even suicide (Owen 2003: 79-83). The cost of this ‘fatherhood 
crisis’ is considerable for both women and men (Baskerville 2004: 486).  
 
We might therefore argue that family care for men is a contested political 
terrain. While fathering is a form of family care that occupies a visible 
location for men as family carers, male familial care extends beyond 
fathering to include husbanding, providing financial support, tending to 
domestic duties in and around the home as well. It is beyond the scope of 
this dissertation to explore all dimensions of men’s familial care. Issues 
related to men as family carers are closely related to social and self-
sustainability issues. Although familial caring is becoming more equitable 
between the genders both legally and in the relational space between women 
and men, the tensions between malestream norms and this ‘silver lining’ in 
the contemporary Western familial context can be a source of internal and 
familial conflict for men.  
 
The ideals of the ‘good enough’ father are gauged by his ability to connect 
deeply and intimately with other men and himself, while addressing the 
patterns of oppression that have disadvantaged women and children. It is in 
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this realm that men have the greatest chance of reawakening their innate 
care and caring for Others and themselves. Unfortunately, men are given 
little social sanction or support to become conscious fathers. It is important 
not only to encourage active fathering but also to celebrate a boy’s 
connectedness to his mother as an equally powerful parental presence in his 
life. This can facilitate his growth into a man who interacts with women as 
his equals, and who wilfully incorporates essential elements of the feminine 
into his own being, which could have considerable and favourable bearing 
on the ways that he is able to care and are caring towards all Others in later 
life, just as the modelling of care and caring from a proactive father can 
similarly impress the value of these character traits on a boy as well (Pease 
1997: 55). The presence of healthy masculine and feminine role models in a 
boy’s life are therefore paramount to his healthy growth and development 
into a grounded and ecologically aware man.25 
 
 
Pathway to Ecological Masculinism 
 
... though our culture rests on genius and immense creativity, and has 
achieved heights of exquisite aesthetic artistries, without a doubt it rests 
on the diminishment and destruction of a large percentage of the natural 
world, and continues to do so. In other words, the collective wealth that 
allows us to enjoy wilderness (and many other activities we cherish) is 
rooted in our history of having purposefully and consciously exploited 
the wilderness to the point of its destruction over much of the planet. 
(Greenway 1994b: 5) 
 
Chapter 4 has demonstrated the link between feminist care theory and the 
need to reawaken care and caring in modern Western men and masculine 
identities. I have argued that emphasising masculine care and caring will 
alter (but not eliminate) the daring characteristics of Western malestreams 
by eroding the hierarchical power base of malestream masculinities at the 
individual level, while enrolling men and masculinities into the task of 
ending the oppression of all women, all non-human Nature and all men. I 
have suggested that men are not the stoic and unfeeling creatures as they can 
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be portrayed, but rather are subject to pressures to restrict the ways they care 
and extend their caring. I also argued that it would be a mistake to presume 
that men are devoid or incapable of care and caring, just as it would be a 
mistake to presume that all daring was bad or wrong. Within a hegemonised 
malestream, a caring man might be reprimanded for his efforts to help 
create a just society and harmonious relationships with Nature. He might 
seem to be a ‘failure’ as a provider should he not have his finances in order 
or struggles to support his family. He might be considered a ‘pussy’ for 
refusing to meet the violent threat of another man with his fists. He might be 
judged a ‘coward’ for defying the call to war. Such a man is far from the 
epitome of manliness when he sidesteps corporate agricultural practices to 
grow food by hand or with simple machinery on a small-scale organic farm 
using bio-ecological principles and practices such as those promoted by 
biodynamic or permaculture farming methods. These are some of the very 
qualities that are essential for us to manifest a deep green future. We must 
therefore shift the norms of wider society to permit broader expressions of 
the masculine self that normalise care and caring masculinities. The actual 
doing of care—the day-to-day tasks of sustaining a child, the conscious 
sharing of domestic and civil duties with women as equals, nurturing the 
downtrodden and speaking for the voiceless, the advocating for peace and 
harmony, the will to work for and with the Earth rather than exploiting it—
are some of the essential ingredients of a relational man who cares and is 
caring.  
 
This chapter introduced the beginnings of what I argue will become a new 
and ecologised modern Western maleness that follows. I explored the 
dimensions of care and caring in the context of feminist epistemologies. I 
adapted those views to masculine contexts. The next step is to determine 
who and what has been raised already in reference to the ecologisation of 
modern Western maleness.  
 
I have argued that, as the counterpart to feminism, the masculinities 
discourse has exhibited a general lack of ecological considerations. Indeed, 
as I explore next, but for a small number of works on the subject of men and 
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Nature, there has been little direct discussion about ecomasculinities in 
academic or popular literature. In Chapter 5, I examine the existing sources 
that lend foundational contributions to an ecologised masculinities theory I 
propose. Building on the concepts of masculine care and caring introduced 
here and the existing literature on ecomasculinities discussed next, I will 
then proceed to posit the theoretical and practical tenets of ecological 
masculinism. 
 
 
                                                
 
1 Ethics of Care is a branch of feminist scholarship that explores the rightness or wrongness 
of an action that is distinct from other schools of philosophical thought (e.g. Deontology 
and Consequentially). I additionally acknowledge Rodger Beehler’s (1978) Moral Life as 
an early contribution to works on ‘ethics of care’. 
 
2 Friedman (1993: 262) addresses the issue of malestream norms in the context of ‘agentic’ 
or assertive, dominating, independent and controlling tendencies.  
 
3 Ecology as a metaphor and praxis may be of assistance here. To address the main 
symptoms of men’s oppression, we must support men to care for and be caring towards all 
Others and the self. To accomplish this, modern Western men and masculine identities 
must be ecologised. The ethical foundations for such a transformation must be built on a 
model of combined private/public care and caring, a model of ecologisation that is broadly 
relational and reflects the interpenetrating nature of the self/Other nexus. Men will care 
more about society and Nature if we begin to acknowledge the ways that their full 
humanness is diminished (albeit in different ways to women and Nature) by malestream 
norms. An ecologised maleness steps towards making this broader care possible for all men 
and within all expressions of masculine identity and is the principle focus of Chapter 7.  
 
4 Jeff Hearn (1992: 142-146) argued that the public domination of the Western male grew 
considerably in the nineteenth century through public organisations and domains resulting 
in the formalisation of men’s power within the organisations themselves and in terms of 
power and domination of men in the public versus the private sectors. This rendered men’s 
power and domination as highly organisational and organised, making each mutually 
reinforcing of the other, for mutual benefit. Consequently, the category of ‘man’ was for 
Hearn both structural and agentic, and rendered maleness ‘victim to the system’—so to 
speak—in particularly unique ways that were distinct from the operational mechanisms of 
women’s oppression (1992: 208). 
 
5 Peter Singer (1993: 90-91) noted that fathers care deeply for their children and typically 
expressed that care through protector/provider roles. Some men are also nurses, teachers, 
landcarers, and activists, and so forth–all roles that call on men to engage not just in their 
rational capacities to care, but their emotional connectivity with Others as well; their deep, 
emotive empathy that moves them to act caringly. 
 
6 Gilligan was influenced by Nancy Chodorow’s (1974: 43-44) argument that girls had an 
in-built empathy, which enabled them to define themselves in the context of human 
relationships, and this empathy was viewed as integral to the primary definition of the self. 
Boys, on the other hand, lacked empathy in Chodorow’s view, which helped explain 
women’s closer connection to others than is generally the case for men. Such were 
formative views for Gilligan (1982: 7-8), who stressed that boys’ and men’s individuation 
was crucially tied to separation from mother. This separation led to struggles with relational 
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attachment, whereas for girls and women, self-identity was defined through attachment to 
mother, which led to struggles with individuation. Summarising these views, there has been 
a popular perception that boys are more naturally individuated and therefore less caring 
than empathizing and relational girls. 
 
7 Annette Baier (1985) noted that we are firstly ‘second-persons’ or a ‘you’ that extends 
care towards others before we are an ‘I’ who extends care towards ourselves. Stan van 
Hooft (1995: 29-30) agreed with Noddings that care could imply burden, a motivational 
disposition, a worry, being attentive to behaviours, acting caringly towards the self or 
others, taking care of them, or being fond of Others. Joan Tronto (1995a: 102) explained 
that when we care, we are willing to work for Others, make sacrifices, acquire and spend 
material resources, express and emotional connection, and invest energy towards the cared-
for. Care indicates the efforts we expend to sustain the best of outcomes for Others and is 
commonly devalued, underpaid, and consolidated in the powerless sectors of society 
(Tronto 1995a: 113). Alisa Carse (1995: 10) argued that extending care towards other 
humans required concern for their wellbeing.  
 
Uma Narayan (1997) viewed colonisation and subjugation of the colonised as motivated by 
care, while Peta Bowden (1997: 1-2) located care along a broad spectrum of interpretations, 
relationships, and circumstances reflective of mothering, friendship, nursing, and 
citizenship, each harbouring distinct characteristics. Els Maeckelberghe (2004: 3) explored 
a feminist ethics of care in the context of human vulnerability and interdependence, arguing 
that the Western cultures are steeped in a tradition of trapping women (and not men) into 
the tasks of tending to the needs of others. For Diemut Bubeck (1995: 128, 162), caring was 
the process of providing for or looking after all living things, with a particular emphasis on 
the interaction between the carer and the cared-for. This relational approach to 
understanding care included listening, tending to, or: 
 
… meeting the needs of one person by another person where face-to-face interaction 
between carer and cared for is a crucial element of the overall activity and where the 
need is of such a nature that I cannot possibly be met by the person in need herself 
… caring can be a very empowering and rewarding thing to do, but it is 
nevertheless, and may equally well feel like, a burden (Bubeck 1995: 129, 139). 
 
For Virginia Held (2006: 18), care was traditionally relegated to the paternalistic and 
patronising realm of private domiciles, but ought to be guided by our greatest social effort 
to care for more distant Others as well.7 This insight into paternalistic care was particularly 
relevant for the emergence of care in men, which was to be achieved by subverting the 
socio-economic imperatives of corporate, military, legal or governmental hegemonies with 
child raising, education, responding to the needs of others, achieving peace, and treasuring 
the environment. Marilyn Friedman argued that the public pursuit of caring commonly 
manifests through foreign aid, welfare assistance, disaster relief and social services all 
designed to ease the suffering of others (1993: 266-267).  
 
For Tammy Shel (2007), caring for another reflected the meaning we attach to our 
relationships with other humans. Shel categorised caring according to the following five 
criteria:  
 
1. Inclusive Caring: Idealised caring that stems from love for all Others (care for 
humanity, Nature—the entire Earth and life within it), resulting from the 
humanisation of all people, all genders and includes a will to share the Earth with 
non-human Nature as well. 
2. Selective Caring: Care extended to those we are closest to, our discernment 
guided by biases, prejudices, and the restrictions of malestream norms, with 
varying degrees of inclusivity and exclusivity. 
3. Adaptive and Resistant Caring: Caring that is compliant with malestream 
norms, or works intentionally against them to ensure otherised Others are 
empowered.  
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4. Cultural Caring: Care that is encouraged within a specific cultural context that 
may vary considerably between one society and the next. 
5. Authentic and Aesthetic Caring: Caring and nurturing between teachers and 
students based on testing and academic accomplishment, which is gauged by the 
performances of the students in reflection of the effective care given to them by 
their teacher, such that they gain more opportunities and thereby advance their 
future prospects (Shel 2007: 12-14). 
 
These varied definitions of care and caring reveal that they are theory and praxes 
respectively, and have the potential to capture our concern for all Others as well as 
ourselves, since care and caring are not restricted solely to human interactions but also 
relate to the relational exchanges with non-human Nature as well (Tronto 1993a: 103). 
 
8 When we care, we empathise with Others; we convey our thinking as well as do things to 
support and show affection for them in similar ways to the care and caring we extend to 
ourselves. Care might, therefore, be considered the active expression of affection that 
enables us to reach for mutual inclusion, to operate relationally in the world, resulting in a 
‘feeling-with’ the Other based in empathy, understanding, imaginative projection, and a 
situated/attuned response to their needs. We can be grounded, enduring and attentive to 
Others in extending our care towards them. We can also be wild, desperate and irrational in 
the ways we offer care, which may or may not be willingly received by the intended 
recipient of our care (Fine 2007: 24). The moral maturity that emerges through caring for 
Others is used in both philosophically and practically variable ways. This insight does not 
indicate that the carer must care about whatever the cared-for person cares about, but rather 
that they see the good in another along with their own good, and seek to preserve the 
welfare of both beyond apparent differences of opinion or preferences. Darwall (2002: 24-
25, 38-40) suggests that care can be offered in ways that prioritise the good for self or the 
Other or both persons in the hedonistic or selfless senses. 
 
9 Seeking the good for Others can be self-serving as much as benevolent. In The Methods of 
Ethics, Henry Sidgwick noted that the ultimate good of others is ‘unqualified by reference 
to a particular subject, must be taken to mean what as a rational being I should desire and 
seek to minimise, assuming myself to have an equal concern for all existence’ (1981 
[1907]: 112). Denying the distinction between Others and the self was for Sidgwick a 
denial of commonsense as, in his view, we take ourselves to be fundamentally important 
ahead of the Other, and in doing so we engage a fundamental driving force for rational 
action, which prioritises the self ahead of Others (Sidgwick cited in Singer 1979: 208). 
However, Sidgwick also acknowledged that we can care for Others in circles of proximity 
to the self, beginning with our parents, spouse and children, our less closely related kin, 
those who provide us with regular services, friends, neighbours, fellow citizen, foreign 
nation and so forth. Sidgwick also extended this notion of intrinsic caring to include our 
care for the ‘inanimate objects and scenes’ of non-human Nature. He suggested that our 
hedonistic tendencies compel us to seek out and maintain beauty in order to tantalise the 
human mind (Sidgwick 1981 [1907]: 114). According to this thinking, we care for things in 
order to get something in return.  
 
This argument suggests that the care and caring we extend towards Others is dependent on 
our own inner agency. We behave admirably when we care, feel good about ourselves, and 
pursue the good of Others (Slote 1997: 228, Darwall 2002: 36-37, 49). Such views on care 
and caring are often necessarily reciprocal, which is understandable in the context of a 
reductive Western malestream construct that segregates the human mind from embodied 
reality. When care and caring are relegated to abstract phenomena, it becomes an exercise 
in the human mind that operates independently from the happiness, perfection or excellence 
that we gain when we care for Others and the self as a praxis (Sidgwick 1981 [1907]: 114). 
For the purposes of this dissertation, I am reaching beyond reciprocity to prioritise the 
intrinsic value of and the innate right for the Other to exist. Despite the fact that reciprocity 
can imply selfishness, I regard care and caring to be intrinsic aspects of our fullest 
humanity, which we can extend towards all Others. 
  
 248 
                                                                                                                       
10 As Tronto explains, care for modern Western humans is gendered, raced and classed 
(Tronto 1993a: 112-117). Care and caring continue to be under-valued (i.e. feminised), 
locating women’s lived experiences as less powerful than those of men in the context of 
modern Western social norms. Similarly, people of colour have long served as carers of 
their oppressors and workers throughout modern Western history; they have effectively 
been locked in roles of subservient care for those that dominate them, in the same way that 
the working classes have been subservient to the wealthy. 
 
11 Like Tronto, William Hamrick (2002: 75-76) located his thoughts on care along a 
continuum between caring about another (synonymous with my use of ‘care’) and caring 
for them (synonymous with my use of ‘caring’). This differentiated approach to care was 
originally defined by Max Scheler (1954) as ‘fellow-feeling’, which operated across the 
following four-part scale:  
 
1. An immediate community of feeling: sympathy and care for the joys and sorrows 
of the Other that is non-sensory given we can never actually feel another’s feelings 
for them; 
2. Genuine ‘fellow-feeling’: care towards Others through reduction of their suffering 
or celebration of their joys, distinguished by feeling vicariously with them or 
actively participating in their feelings through commiseration; 
3. Mere emotional infection: caring about the experience of the Other through 
contagion of their sorrow or joy, but doing so devoid of intentional directedness of 
feeling or participation in the feelings of the Other; and 
4. Authentic ‘emotional identification’: where involuntary and unconscious care 
results in one’s ability to identify with the experience of the Other, which requires 
both caring about and caring for them—simultaneously.  
 
For feminist philosopher Peta Bowden (1997: 151-152), arguments about the moral 
primacy of justice brought with them the potential for great glory in caring about society. 
She compared this with the mundane routine of caring for someone or something on a daily 
basis is the product of the masculine tendency to focus one’s attention on impersonal 
institutions and not on the informal and personal relationships that lie at the very heart of 
our interactions with all Others. 
 
12 Justice scholar John Rawls (1999: 205, 17) defined ‘the common good’ as those 
particular conditions that create equal advantages for all concerned. Rawls (2001: 42-43) 
also noted that civil societies are charged with the responsibility to deliver equal and basic 
liberties to all citizens. The common good is tolerant of inequalities only to the extent that 
they reflect positions of power open to all in ways that provide the greatest benefit to the 
least advantaged. The inherent abstraction of such a declaration is overt and gendered, 
reinforcing the tendency to care about others as malestream and masculine, and adding 
further distance between the masculine experience and feminised ways of being, thinking 
and doing that are left to women and non-hegemonic men who care for those Others in-
need of care. 
 
13 For Milton Mayeroff (1971: 1), caring about another meant we are positioned to help 
them grow and actualise themselves. He argued that we are motivated to do so by 
combinations of persistence, guilt, duty and a hope or expectation of return. These 
motivators qualify as some prime examples of caring about. Caring about another was for 
Mayeroff an exercise in ‘feeling-with’ the other. Richard Hult (1979: 238) viewed caring 
about as a sense of appreciative concern that one adopts in response to the unique 
circumstances of another and results in an increased valuing of them by the one doing the 
caring. For Rita Manning (1992: 45), caring about reflected a willingness to receive others 
and tend to their needs, but to actually do this was to care for them. William Hamrick 
(2002: 70-72) noted that caring about another when confined to an abstract notion devoid 
of caring for them reflected the egoistic indifference of self-absorption resulting in a 
morass of feeling and thought turned inward, which indicated that the care conceptualised 
was registering narcissistically.  
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Hamrick (2002: 73) warned that when we are trapped in the well of our own experience, we 
are easily subject to self-satiety and pleasurable anesthesia that can obscure our availability 
to be of caring service to Others. For Virginia Held (2006: 30), caring about another 
required a willingness to care for them as ‘care that is relevant to an ethics of care must at 
least be able to refer to an activity, as in taking care of someone’. In this sense, care and 
caring ought to extend beyond our warm feelings towards another, be action-oriented, and 
reach beyond the confines of the self and immediate Others to include global concerns such 
as world hunger, consumption patterns and climate change. In this way, we can ethically 
move to decrease the likely harm inflicted on Others by our actions.  
 
Wendy Sarkissian (1996: 25) considered caring for to be our particular, concrete, physical, 
spiritual, intellectual, psychic, and emotional responses to the needs of Others, while caring 
about referred to a set of attitudes, state of mind and/or feeling that enables one to become 
attentive, concerned, and appreciative of unique circumstances in personal relationships. 
She went on to suggest that we could only care about another if we care for them as well 
(Sarkissian 1996: Ch2 fn18, fn19). Notably, the reverse is not necessarily true. Caring 
about another does not always translate into caring for them in the action-oriented sense. 
While caring about dwells in the realm of abstraction and increases valuing of the self, the 
relationship between the self and Others, and the value of the Other, caring for them is 
leveled at the individual in the context of literal and personal relational exchanges (Hult 
1979: 238). Caring about another ideologically, and caring for them in-action, are 
embedded within Hamrick’s (2002: 73) total self-knowledge or self-completeness; both 
facets of care are a necessity if we are to reach our fullest potential as caring human beings. 
Further, the decision to extend care towards another can be motivated by a desire to please 
the self—in other words that the pleasure in caring about and caring for Others can be 
selfishly motivated (Hamrick 2002: 73-74).  
 
Along with these interpretations of caring about, it is also important to explicate our 
understanding of the ways we care for Others. Caring for someone is relational. When we 
care for another, we are attentive to their needs and wants; we extend care and concern 
towards them and appreciate them for their uniqueness. We give our attention to their 
particular circumstances; our ways of caring for them being determined by the attitudes, 
state of mind or feelings we have in caring about them (Sarkissian 1996: 425).  
 
The interconnections between caring about and caring for Others and the self are intricate 
and apply to the values and actions of both genders (Bubeck 1995: 151-152). But the 
gendered implications continue to make caring less accessible for men than for women. 
Given the task of this chapter is to pave the way for care and caring to be recentralised in 
modern Western men and masculinities, the gendered implications of care and caring is 
worthy of our further consideration. 
 
14 Michel de Montaigne, Jeremy Bentham, Henry Sidgwick and Peter Singer were unified 
in the view that the suffering of non-human Others ought be avoided, and this required a 
willingness to ‘tune in’, pay attention, and acknowledge the impact of one’s actions on 
Others if oppressions were to be avoided (Hamrick 2002: 125). In short, relieving the 
suffering of Others requires our willingness to care for all Others.  
 
15 Care can manifest as a concern for the current state of global affairs, or alternatively, can 
prioritise the views and interests of others on the individual scale or beyond the confines of 
the human experience to include plants and animals as well. Noddings chapter on other-
than-human care explicated this distinction, and in doing so, expanded the moral 
epistemology on care to include civil and environmentally relevant expressions of care as 
well. This more-than-human care theory provides a substantial contribution to the 
ecologisation of modern Western maleness that is the central task of this dissertation. 
 
16 To paraphrase Isaac Bashevis Singer’s reflections on men’s treatment of animals, all men 
have a Nazi lurking within (Singer cited in Regan 1995: 1). As individuals, groups and 
nations, we might care deeply for our own survival or—for that matter—the survival of our 
home nation and its ideals. However, we may do so in ways that impose horrendous and 
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inhumane oppression on Others. And we may justify those oppressions through ontologies 
that are uncaring towards these Others, even if they are caring towards ourselves. Take, for 
example, those who processed the dead bodies of millions of gassed Jews. Did their 
capacity to care evaporate or were these virtues suppressed, coerced and selectively 
ascribed? Surely, the people who staffed those horrendous camps went home to care for 
their families at night. The same might be said about slaughterhouse workers whose job is 
to dismember billions of animals for food each year. Humans have been 
compartmentalising in these various ways throughout history by accentuating and 
incapacitating our natural pull to care at the same time. Humans stop caring about the plight 
of a cow when they stop seeing the cow as a sentient Other. We do so in order to make 
money from the sale of its flesh. This discriminating care and caring that is affectionate 
towards some and devoid of emotional engagement towards Others ran true for the German 
people in the build-up to WWII. Jews were the Nazis’ scapegoats, their persecution 
trumped up as a salve to satiate the pain that many Germans felt as a result of the dispiriting 
impact of WWI reparations imposed by the victorious Allies (Hamrick 2002: 102). The 
significance of our understanding about care and caring is palpable, affecting the lives of 
billions of living human and other-than-human Others.  
 
As discussed in Chapter 3, for many decades ecosophers have been asking us to care for the 
Earth and its myriad creatures. I raise further questions: Is it not possible for the human to 
be cared for by other-than-human Others?16 For example, does the dog attack its master’s 
would-be attacker and does a garden’s basil plant continue to yield foliage purely as self-
focused survival mechanisms? Is the dog only concerned about its next meal, the basil plant 
only with replacing leaves so it can photosynthesise? On the other hand, is it possible that 
sentience can be met with sentience in mutual relational exchanges? Is it possible that care 
and caring are not exclusively human phenomena, but rather are natural parts of the will of 
all living things to mutually flourish as interpenetrating relations in the context of the Earth 
as a Gaian whole? Noddings alludes to these transcendental levels of care beyond the 
human realm in noting that while our consciousness about care and caring is restricted in 
reference to other-than-human Others, we are able to perceive the vital nature of our caring 
exchanges with all Others, beyond our own species (1984: 149). 
 
These examples raise tricky ontological questions, which offer an interesting parallel line of 
inquiry to the central themes of this dissertation. Holistic scientists have joined ecosophers 
in suggesting that the answer to such speculations may indeed be yes! (Capra 1996, 
Goodwin 2001, Kumar 2002, Harding 2006, Goodwin 2007, Harding 2010). These views 
provide support for the notion that mutual care is possible between humans and other-than-
human Others from both ends of the relational exchange. We know, for example, that care 
exists amongst non-humans within and between species as well (Masson and McCarthy 
1995: 1-4). Given that care is a virtue manifested through consciousness, could it not be 
possible that other-than-human Others care for each other and can extend that care towards 
humans as well?16 When the family of wallabies outside my writing shack groom and 
frolic, do they do so purely for instrumental reasons? Alternatively, are these gestures of 
their care for each other beyond a selfish will to ensure the other’s survival so that their 
genes might pass from one generation to the next? Selfish gene theory has much to answer 
for (Dawkins 1976).  
 
17 History shows that sacrificing the self for others and suffering greatly as martyr in hopes 
of gaining worldly acknowledgement can set one up for an early death, even if the 
individual becomes revered for time immemorial as a consequence—and this has been a 
hallmark of Western socio-cultural history for millennia. Take, for example, Hector in the 
Homeric poem The Iliad. Hector was a revered Prince of Troy, who was slain by his 
Achaean rival Achilles—the semi-god warrior whose exploits in battle have survived more 
than three thousand years of Western legend. Hector’s death was a gesture of service to his 
Trojan people in a bid to appease the Achaean hordes bent on avenging the seduction of 
Achaean Queen Helen to Hector’s brother Paris. 
 
18 As an example, despite the increasing parental support for men, few men actually take 
full advantage of such benefits. (Gilligan 1982: 43, Noddings 1984: 8, Slote 2007: 10, 17). 
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This may be a consequence of economic pressures to sustain certain levels of income, 
which dovetails with the socialisations of men’s roles as the principal providers within 
family structures. Sherilyn MacGregor (2006: 59) notes that men ‘may care about their 
children and environments but may not be required socially—or may not be socialised—to 
do much work to care for them. This is the key gender difference’. She argued that the 
kinds of caring relationships emphasised by ecologically inspired feminists ought be taken 
as a model for sustainable living (in addition to advocating women’s political 
empowerment and environmental stewardship) (Slote 2007: 57).  
 
19 This position is consistent with Sandra Bem’s (1974) ‘Sex-Role Inventory’ that suggests 
masculinity and femininity are separate rather than oppositional dimensions permitting a 
full range of caring or lack thereof regardless of biological gender. 
 
20 Some populist masculinities authors have championed this very message. For example, 
Steve Biddulph (1997: 2-3) acknowledged that we need ‘our boys to turn into young men 
who care about others, and be part of the solutions of the twenty-first century’. Moreover, 
more recently, Biddulph noted that men need to ‘discover that there is a richer life that 
money can’t buy, but effort and caring can (2010: 235). Marian Salzman et al. (2005: 77) 
heralded the emergence of caring or ‘übersexual’ men, who consume consciously, prioritise 
relationships with Others, care for themselves, ensure a balance of respectful male and 
female friendships, and live lives of service to the Earth that emanate from the calm of 
emotional intimacy between Others and the self. These caring men are metrosexual men 
(post-industrial, capitalist, metropolitan heterosexual men), forlorn mythopoets (emotional 
men who have mastered the art of processing their feelings, anxieties, weaknesses and 
wounds), farmers and land carers, sustainability professionals, social and environmental 
justice activists, and the like. They live amongst us today and are having profound impacts 
on what we understand to be normal expressions of masculinities by broadening the 
parameters to include the softer expressions of modern Western maleness.  
 
21 Accompanying this double bind, women continue to be positioned in roles where they 
are expected to take care of others’ wellbeing. They are seen as more competent at such 
tasks, less distracted by work commitments, and in the heteronormative sense, are thought 
to be able to afford an absence of remuneration for their caring efforts (the common 
economic consequence for such praxes) precisely because they are being provided for by 
men (Bubeck 1995: 167). Women have long served as men’s caring maids. And while 
examples are increasingly emerging that dispel this stereotype (e.g., women are now 
becoming heads of state and assuming combat roles in military conflicts), the glass ceiling 
is still intact on the whole; women continue to earn less than men, they are still victim to 
men’s domestic violence in vastly greater numbers than men, and non-human Nature 
continues to be feminised in the wake of its exploitation. Within Western malestreams, 
sexism and the oppression of Nature persist. The discourse on care has continued to be 
gender-segregated. These divisions become overt when giving consideration to the morality 
of care; the popular presumption that women care while men seek justice means that care 
‘dovetails with femininity and its emotional connotations, but jars with masculinity and its 
preoccupations with reason, power, and conflict (Bubeck 1995: 169-170). The negative 
consequences for society, the environment and the self have been profound. 
 
22 Unfortunately, the broader social sanction for men to care continues to be broadly 
perceived as abnormal. Men and masculine identities have long been denied societal 
sanction to express intimacy, vulnerability, and emotional savvy. Research reveals that 
mothers speak to their sons less often in utero than they speak to female foetuses. Indeed, 
the list of neglect and painful alienation afflicting many boys has been chronicled by Steve 
Biddulph as follows: they are held less as children, are spoken to with more aggression than 
are girls, are subject to violence more so than girls and women, are expected to do physical 
labour that places their health at risk in greater numbers than women, are expected to fight 
and die in wars more so than women, and are told to hold themselves together, protect and 
provide for their families and suppress any emotional distresses that may be afflicting them 
for fear of being seen as ‘unmanly’ (Biddulph 2010: 1-17). Added to this, men die violent 
(civilian) deaths at rates more than twice that of women; almost all combatant deaths in 
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armed conflicts are men, they die younger at a 39% higher rate than women, successfully 
commit suicide up to four times more than women, and twelve times more men than 
women are the victims of work fatalities (Synnott 2009: 170-172, 186, 196, Ballestas et al. 
2011: 95). These research findings are alarming and clearly indicate that men are not in fact 
benefitting from malestream norms to the extent that is commonly perceived. While 
civically privileged, men are paying a terrible cost for the social, economic and political 
advantages that malestream life accords them. This calls forth the urgent need for men to 
reprioritise their inner health and wellbeing. 
 
23 Indeed, men are raised and trained to maintain these institutions, resulting in an 
egocentric ‘transnational business masculinity’ that is the ultimate politico-economic 
manifestation of malestream masculinities. Raewyn Connell (2001: 369-373) noted that in 
a globalising world, huge institutions have been constructed to establish and maintain new 
world orders that are dependent upon hyper masculine hubris and hegemony. These 
institutions maintain trade, investment and communication pathways that preserve modern 
Western global dominance. 
 
24 ‘Authentic’ and ‘aesthetic’ care is reflective of Angela Valenzuela’s (1999) concept of 
the value of caring in education that resembles I-thou relationship and I-it relationships 
between teachers and students—respectively. The emphasis on raised-awareness and self-
reflection is considerable in these contexts (Buber 1970: 54, and Shel 2007: 10-11).  
 
25 The same could be said for the healthy development of girls, but I leave such 
explorations to others in order to sustain my focus on men, masculinities and Nature. 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
SECTION 3: ECOMAN 
CHAPTER 5 
 
A DECLARATION OF CARING: 
TOWARDS ECOLOGICAL MASCULINISM  
 
In extending our sense of identification and care, and in expanding our 
capacity to love, we flourish and realize ourselves in harmony with others. 
Alan Drengson, 1992: 5 
 
 
The Green Man (Tomlinson 2008) 
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Crossing the Canyon 
Men in western societies live bi-polar lives. 
(Synnott 2009: 206) 
 
In Chapter 4, I examined the extensive discourse on feminist care and 
caring. I also made some suggestions about how masculine care and caring 
might be reawakened in men’s civic and home lives as well as with wider 
nature. Here, I take a further step towards an ecologised masculinities 
theory, suggesting that in order to broaden the spectrum of possibilities for 
modern Western men in ways that I advocate, men extend care and caring 
towards all Others and the self. I argued that modern Western men could do 
so by becoming relational, that is to say that they must become ecological if 
we are to achieve a deep green future. But before constructing a conceptual 
framework for this new and ecologised man as I do in Chapter 6, I firstly 
review the limited literature related to this subject, exploring and 
acknowledging the foundational work on men, masculinities and Nature that 
has come before me. The principal aim of Chapter 5 is therefore to 
investigate the existing bodies of knowledge that might be considered 
ecologically masculinist and/or ecomasculine. I will also note that the 
limited presence of previously elaborated ecologised masculinities theories 
and praxes reveals a gap in the gender/Nature discourse that justifies the 
need for ecological masculinism that I introduce here. 
 
As I attested previously, acceptable perceptions of what it means to be a 
‘real man’ are changing. These ‘shifting sands’ of modern Western 
maleness have been prompted to some considerable extent by the gains of 
feminism. Despite this, malestream masculine norms continue to shape and 
determine the most valued ontologies for both men and women.1 The 
arguments presented here argue in favour of an ontological expansion in 
men’s self and societal identities beyond the constrictions of malestream 
norms. I have stressed the importance of social and environmental 
ontologies that prioritise care and caring as essential ingredients in forging a 
deep green future. This transition reflects the subversion of malestream 
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daring that reaches beyond the ‘pleasantries’ of the 1980s –1990s SNAG 
who sought women’s approval (Hite 1981: 79). Granted, those men 
‘rejected the traditional definition [of masculinity] ... and adopted a 
stereotypically more feminine version of masculinity’ where they learned to 
love cooking, developed an extensive emotional vocabulary that included 
the freedom to cry as needed, and a will to show their care for others 
through altruistic gestures of warmth, kindness, tenderness and sensitivity 
(Synnott 2007: 17). However, such men in the 1980s and 1990s who made 
these changes tended to represent a superficial transformation of modern 
Western masculinities that have ultimately amplified a crisis of 
masculinities. They donned the appearances of an affable man while not 
purging themselves of the deep training in sexism that men receive—in this 
sense the SNAG was in many instances a ruse to gain the favours of 
feminists, which left many men emasculinated while then also being 
discredited as an untenable alternative to malestream norms by the 
malestream (Lanier 2010).  
 
By the turn of the last Century, the wholesale failure of the SNAG left 
modern Western men with no place new to venture. They were either a 
veritable ‘wallflower’ or were driven back to the old and familiar daring 
norms of the malestream for respite from the possibility of humiliation and 
ridicule that accompanied the gender vertigo of the personified SNAG. This 
occurred precisely because men were not provided with adequate support to 
find alternatives to the bifurcation of hypermasculinity or 
emasculinisation—in the wake of such polarised trends, male Generation 
Y’s and Z’s in the modern West are more emotionally articulate, more able 
to be friends with women as equals (i.e. they absolutely assume their wives 
are going to work due to financial as much as ideological reasons, see dual 
parenting as a given, and readily adopt good cross-sex friendships as 
commonplace) (Kimmel 2011).  However, the ideological transformations 
that ought to have accompanied these generational differences remain 
atrophied. In other words male Generation Y’s and Z’s continue to be 
wracked with the hyper-individualism and hyperconsumerism of post-
capitalism, driving them back towards the benefits of malestreams norms to 
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reap material comforts that their Generation X forebears challenged and in 
some cases forfeited (Kimmel 2008: 5). Like Gen-Xers, Gen-Y and Z males 
are subject to the old and familiar game-rules of modern masculinity that 
tolerate a superficial softening but fail to address the societal norms that 
define them as men—they are still subject to the inescapable, incomplete, 
insecure, volatile, and risky social morays that Michael Kimmel (2008) 
astutely critiqued in his landmark book: Guyland: The Perilous World 
Where Boys Become Men.  
 
According to Kimmel (2008), traditional renditions of masculinity have 
long been socialising men in the direction of a ‘becoming’ or a ‘process’ as 
opposed to a feminised ‘being’ or ‘state’. Modern Western men have 
become ‘progress’ within patriarchy. They are shaped by the compulsion to 
achieve something that leaves one feeling important, victorious and 
triumphant over those Others. Modern Western men continue to be 
socialised to dominate in order to prove their masculine identity and readily 
do so through vulgar consumerism that they may have had no conscious part 
in creating but whose gravitational social morays they feel powerless to 
escape (Harper and Harris 2010: 9). The modern Western man still seeks to 
penetrate virgin places as a frontiersman, inquisitor, investigator and 
master—to escape the straight jacketing of social convention by going 
‘bush’ in order to salve the persistent sense of insufficiency that 
accompanies contemporary life.2 He has long been a linear thinker who is 
pragmatic and goal-oriented as much as he continues to be the adventurer 
and pioneer. His ultimate prize remains conquest—of women, money, 
career, position, prestige, notoriety and the possession of accoutrements that 
stand as testaments to his supremacy, success and indeed his very 
justification for his existence. And should he fail in these pursuit within the 
confines of ‘civilised’ society, he has had the option of simply turning his 
attention to a frontier of ‘wild’ Nature where he could ‘stake a new claim for 
manhood’ through similar mechanisms of conquest dressed up in organic 
garb (Kimmel and Kaufman 1994: 261). For such a man, a deep sense of 
victory accompanies such conquests within the civilised world as well as 
beyond. He delights in the thrill of the chase. And has long revelled in the 
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ecstasy of the kill. His ultimate aim reflects the masculine tradition to score, 
bag, cop, earn, prowl, stalk, know, long for, desire, plunder, plough and 
even rape society, women and Nature regardless of the particular uniform he 
might wear (Flannigan-Saint-Aubin 1994: 241).  
 
As I have argued throughout this dissertation, these malestream sentiments 
of Western men personify the underbelly of a daring (as opposed to caring) 
demeanour; they are often accompanied by contempt for the feminine and 
things feminised. I have also demonstrated that such a man is easily victim 
to his own success. In the process of dominating, he loses himself and 
erodes his own humanity. This ‘becoming’ man, ‘progress’ man, 
‘compulsive and triumphant’ man is trained to be non-relational within 
malestream conventions. His life is fundamentally unsustainable because the 
systems that shape him are fundamentally unsustainable. While he was once 
nine out of every ten men who owned his own shop or farm, the man whose 
life is lived through the supposed autonomy of ownership of a business 
bonded to the land is only one out of every ten men; his frontier has been 
converted into a corporate ‘jungle’; his global outpost where innovation 
once ruled supreme has been homogenised; he has given his vitality over to 
his job in exchange for material abundance or to women in exchange more 
sex in order to feel valued and virile (Kimmel and Kaufman 1994: 262).3  
 
As I demonstrated in Chapter 2, many social theorists and activists have 
long been scrutinising a plurality of modern Western masculinities. Indeed, 
social constructionists support the notion that gender identities are the 
products of relational and social constructions that are dynamic between 
individuals and over time (Kimmel 1987a: 261-262, Levant 1992: 380, 
Biddulph 1994, Kipnis 2004, Kauth 2011). However, few have directly 
deconstructed the relationships between men and Nature. We must credit the 
mythopoetically inspired men’s community for redirecting and expanding 
the consciousness of many men and offering the opportunity to increase 
their emotional literacy and become more comfortable with intimacy 
through a willingness to express their true and vulnerable selves—especially 
in the company of other men (Hillman 1979, Bly 1990, Moore 1990, Bliss 
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1995).  
 
These important popular contributions to men’s studies are making it 
possible for some men to heed the call to greater societal and Earth care. 
They are now, in growing numbers, engaging with their families, 
workplaces, communities and the Earth as devoted and loving fathers, social 
workers, nurses, teachers, husbands, farmers as well as becoming agents for 
social and environmental change. They are embracing greater sensitivity as 
lovers and as friends and are finding the inner capacity to care and be more 
caring towards women, other men and Nature (Biddulph 2010, also see The 
Shift Network 2011). However, such alternative masculinities are still far 
from the norm for most men. Indeed, the mythopoetic approach to new 
masculinities has been cross-examined for essentialist and feminist backlash 
undercurrents, having more broadly emerged from its formative foundations 
as a movement committed to men’s liberation in support of the liberation of 
women (Kimmel 1987: 121; also see Levant and Kopecky 1995, Nelson 
1997, Jhally 1999, Faludi 1999, Levant 2001, Kimmel 2011, Kauth 2011). 
Further, while the mythopoets do include some eminent scholars such as 
James Hillman (1979), Shepherd Bliss (1987), Robert Moore (1990) and 
Robert Bly (1990), none provide a collection of scholarly literature 
specifically designed to address the intersecting terrain between men, 
masculinities and Nature. Rather, these mythopoetically-inspired resources 
tend to focus on more heartfelt and embodied masculine possibilities 
designed specifically to address the ‘crisis of masculinities’ by raising 
men’s emotional vocabulary in ways that enable him to heal from past 
wounds with Nature as a backdrop to this central cause—the movement has 
remained pseudo-psychological rather than ecological, its relational focus 
being androcentric rather than biocentric; typically addressing men’s 
business through communities of men’s emotional support while stopping 
short of intentionally ‘ecosophising’ men.  
 
Recall that juxtaposed against the mythopoets are the profeminist 
masculinities theorists, which I discussed in Chapter 2. These scholars and 
activists generally share the belief that Western societies are 
 259 
hypermasculinised. Some consider men to be centrally complicit in the 
oppressions we face (Kimmel and Kaufman 1995, Stoltenberg 2000). A 
profeminist critique of modern Western masculinities champions the notion 
that men are responsible for their own demise and recognises that in spite of 
their apparent primacy, men fare far worse than women in mental, 
emotional and holistic health assessments, especially during relational 
breakdowns. Additionally, they also (rightly) note that many men have used 
the domination of women and Nature to help themselves feel better about 
their internal struggles as a consequence of their internalised superiorisation. 
These views collectively point to the fact that the privileges of maleness are 
accompanied by considerable tumult in men’s inner machinations—which 
helps us understand why some men, myself included, have felt compelled to 
experiment with new ways of being male. 
 
There are many tensions associated with men’s increasing need to develop 
greater emotional literacy versus their socialisations that encourage them to 
oppress Others. As they struggle to find themselves in a changing world, 
men are at once expected to protect and provide (and therefore consume) but 
are also being pressured to commune and contemplate in the space of 
relationality that has long not been their calling. The modern macho man 
has collided with the thoughtful and ‘castrated’ new-age wimp, leaving 
many modern Western men looking for something other than these two 
extremes in a gendered ‘no man’s land’ between malestream daring and 
superficial caring. 
 
Contemporary variations on the theme of a man connecting his head with 
his heart and intuition is becoming the only viable and authentic alternative 
as some men seeking an alternative path beyond the contemporary 
masculinities crisis; they are developing intimate connections with other 
men and themselves in order to find the inner sanctity and the external 
support to dare to challenge malestream daring. The emotionally articulate 
man is consequently gaining ground. But these gains still do not adequately 
encourage such men to intimately connect with the Earth. This has however 
been a deep and old component of modern Western masculinities. 
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In order to explore the fullest spectrum of these contemporary alternatives to 
traditional malestream norms that include and indeed prioritise an 
ecologised manhood, I now turn my attention to the legacy of the Green 
Man and how he might help us shape a contemporary ecologised 
masculinities theory. 
 
Man of Green 
Go out into any part of the land at a high point of the year … and you 
will feel his presence—in the standing corn and the waving wheat, in 
the rich greenery of the trees, and in the heavy blossoms that decorate 
the hedgerows. You will even find him in midwinter, when the trees are 
bare and a chill wind blows through their slumbering boughs 
(Matthews 2001: 8)  
 
Men have been immersed in the Earth’s bounties for long before recorded 
history. This was a relational exchange that has earned an overt place in 
Western European culture from the Middle Ages through to today in the 
form of the archetypal Green Man. The Green Man has been a subversive 
and recurring archetypal presence in the modern West. He is thought to have 
first appeared in the Danube region during the Neolithic period (circa 8500 
BC) and in this sense may have pre-medieval origins. He is represented by 
the fusion of a masculine human face and the foliate form of other-than-
human Nature–and is widely considered the contemporary mascot of neo-
pagan religions that embody wild Nature (Anonymous 2009). He is a 
vestige of an Earth-based, European, indigenous and archetypal past. The 
Green Man captured the male aspect of Nature. He may be Western 
Europe’s original Rumpelstilskin, Haussibut, Robin Hood, Puck, or Robin 
Goodfellow, fairy, dwarf, troll, elf, kobold, or fertility spirit, capable of 
raucous frivolity or great terror, demanding food and drink from mortals in 
exchange for patronage and safe passage through the ‘wilds’ of Nature 
(Russell 2002: 52-53). As the European wild man, he may be a derivation of 
the Babylonian Gilgamesh (Hoff 1992a: 5). Although (perhaps precisely 
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because) his origins were embedded deeply within the psyche of the modern 
West, the Green Man was demonised by the Church, made to be of the 
company of witches and demons, and was consequently driven underground 
through the purge of paganism that became a central fixture of the Dark 
Ages. To clerics of the day, the Green Man’s: 
 
… favourite activity … was to ride out at night bent on revelry, mischief, or 
blasphemy. [He] rode out as [a] spirit … as a beast like were-wolves, vampires, or 
strigae; and on beasts or objects like fences, sticks and brooms (Russell 2002, 53).  
  
Despite this, the notoriety of the Green Man has been a pervasive fixture of 
Western European folklore and effigies since the 11th Century. He has long 
been guardian and revealer of the mysteries of creation, embodying the law 
and intelligence of Nature and encouraging us to love the Earth (Hoff 
1992a: 6-7). He is one of the few long-standing Western European examples 
of the nexus between maleness and Nature, gaining considerable purchase 
as the archetypal masculine Nature effigy throughout much of the history of 
Modernity. He typically appears as a mask or head made out of leaves, a 
man’s face disgorging vegetation from his mouth, ears, eyes which 
comprise his hair, beard, eyebrows and moustache, or a head of fruit or 
flowers—these various representations are found as far and wide as Europe, 
Turkey, India and Malaysia, captured on friezes and façades, and recurring 
in rituals and ceremonies that celebrate the bounties of Nature (Harding 
2001). The story of the Green Man is one that traces the origins of humanity 
to the creative energy of Nature, indeed that the human ‘soul’ is reflective of 
that dimension of Nature that manifests as the human ‘spirit’, a form that is 
both formless and multi-formed (Matthews 2001: 9).  
 
The Green Man is a characteristically masculine individual. He symbolises 
birth, and the cycles of growth and change. Effigies have celebrated his 
presence in the consciousness of Western Europeans by capturing him in the 
capitals of medieval columns, statues adorning Churches and secular 
gardens. He is most prevalent in architecture throughout Western Europe 
from the Gothic period of the Dark Ages; appearing at the very time that 
Western European maleness was repressing the feminised emotional, 
sensual and esoteric aspects of the human experience. The Green Man has 
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then stood quietly as a bulwark against the fortified warrior-hero that 
characterised Western Europe during the Dark Ages (Matthews 2001: 8, 16, 
27). When stood side-by-side, the two renditions of maleness might be 
viewed as opposite expressions of the same self: Logos and Eros. The 
knight, cowering behind his bravado and protecting his inner vulnerabilities 
from the onslaught of material temptations, is juxtaposed against a fully 
expressed, sensuous and embodied self of the Green Man (Cheetham 2005: 
115). He exposed what lurked beneath the armour (literally and 
metaphorically) of the medieval man that so resisted being seen. And in this 
sense he is a real man; the fully self-expressed man; the man who is willing 
and able to show the depth of his care for all Others, both ideologically and 
practically. 
 
As was his ritualistic role in the Middle Ages, the Green Man calls men 
back to a closer relationship with Nature that was once the norm in the 
European socio-cultural context—helping us ‘tune in’ once again to 
celebrations in communion with others, to trees, rivers, hills, forests, the 
sacred land as the source of our truest and inner-most natures. He 
encourages men to celebrate the wildness that surrounds them by accessing 
the wildness within—but encourages men to do so with dignity and 
composure rather than reckless abandon (Cheetham 2005: 117, citing 
Robert Bly). In this sense the Green Man plays an important role in the 
reunification of men, masculine identity and Nature as an ecologically 
inspired maleness that has stood the test of time. But he also, notably, 
possesses an integrated feminine aspect as well. He is: 
 
… a mediator between the worlds of humanity, vegetation, and animality. 
Informing all three aspects of creation, he is able to communicate the deeper 
meaning of the natural world to us, acting as a bridge between ourselves and that 
other world from which we have separated ourselves. We may have forgotten our 
place in the scheme of things, but we can be reeducated by this timeless archetype. 
If we really want to learn about the green world, we can turn to the Green Man as 
a teacher whose credentials are unique in the spirituality of our species. (Cheetham 
2005: 131). 
 
To bring an integrated masculine/feminine self into action, to assume 
responsibility for the plight of the world, and to choose to be part of the 
solutions that humanity has to offer the social and environmental problems 
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we are facing, requires an ecologised masculinity whose sensitivity to social 
and environmental justice is acute, and imbedded in the fuller expression of 
the self. The Green Man might be considered Western Europe’s forerunner 
and mascot to the variety of ecomen who emerge from the ecologised 
masculinities theory proposed here. The Green Man is awash with care and 
caring for non-human Others. 
 
The Green Man is consequently worthy of this deeper exploration in laying 
the foundations for constructing an ecological masculinism towards this 
dissertation’s end. He needs to be brought into the modern context with 
fresh eyes and a fuller spectrum of relevance to the contemporary Western 
context. For Nicholas Mann (1995), achieving modern sustainability 
required a willingness to redefine the masculine self—a self that ought be 
modelled on the Green Man archetype (also see: Matthews 2001: 71). Mann 
suggests that such a redefinition of modern Western maleness comes 
through a visualisation of the self as ‘The World Tree’, where one becomes 
‘deeply rooted in the patterns of nature’, and in so doing facilitates the 
integration of masculine energy into the greater whole through axes of 
balance that contradict the legacy of linear transformational traditions that 
has long dominated Western modernity (Mann 1995: 159-160). This implies 
a willingness to ‘let-go’ of rational preoccupations and permits a man to see 
that he ‘can hold on to nothing, that he can possess nothing … The Green 
Man expresses this with his cycle of dying and rising as the god of 
vegetation’, reminding us that we are ‘partners in the vast, living ecosystem 
that is our planet’ (Mann 2001: 160). The Green Man is enduring, indelible, 
integral and immersed. He is: 
 
Lord of the returning leaves, of sleepers 
Waking in their tunnels among roots, 
Of heart and bush and fire-headed stag, 
Of all things branching, stirring the blood like sap, 
Pray for us in your small commemorations: 
The facet of stained glass, the carved face 
Lapped by decorations on the column side, 
And the entry in the reference book that lists you 
As forester, pub sign, keeper of golf courses. 
King for a day, or week, then sacrificed, 
Drunk on liquor made from honey, urged 
To blossom at your leisure, and caressed— 
The temptation is to think of you without envy. 
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In Fewston, Yorkshire, near the open moor, 
You are set in a church window above the altar. 
Wreathed and strangled, amber-glazed, you wear 
A look of non-surprise, a victim’s cunning, 
Though your tongue hangs as dumb as any death. 
Elsewhere, when you make your appearances, 
Out of your mouth stems and oak leaves grow— 
Like speech or silence? Your eyes are empty cups. 
Pray, vestige-secret of the trees, for us, 
Surprised and pleased to find you any place (Jarman 2004: 3). 
 
For these many reasons, the Green Man is relevant to the ecologisation of 
modern Western men and masculine identities, which I explore throughout 
this dissertation. 
 
When stood against the medieval knight, the Green Man’s relative obscurity 
is no coincidence. His demeanour is far from malestream; he is the 
quintessential open, mysterious and organic man; a facet of Nature 
personified in the man as trickster and magician. He is the man embedded 
within his surroundings rather than fortified against it. And in this way he is 
an affront to malestream norms in failing to don the armour of traditional 
masculinities. Despite this, his archetypal presence has been impossible to 
eliminate; he has reappeared again and again throughout the centuries to 
remind us of ‘our indissoluble links with nature—often in such a mysterious 
manner that it is hard to know where to look for him’ for he is both 
everywhere and nowhere—a myth, a legend, an artefact of the past, whose 
influence on the present and future matters (Anderson 1990: 12-14). This 
speaks to the fact that the innate care and caring that I ascribe to men and 
masculine identities can also be extended to the relational space between 
modern Western maleness and Nature as well. The Green Man in non-dual, 
he gives substance to our care for the material world precisely because: 
 
… we don’t understand it, our intuitions about it are confused, and we don’t’ at all 
know what to make of it. Our modern approach to material reality is limited, 
constricting, confused, and dangerous, and the results of this are increasingly 
invasive and pervasive in our lives. For these reasons we are in danger of 
disappearing (Cheetham2005: 1).  
  
The Green Man dwells in the realm of the anima mundi, or soul of the 
world; he is the active agent, embodied intelligence, spirit or angel of the 
‘imaginal’4 world (as opposed to imaginary or unreal); he is agency, psyche, 
situated between the substantial and the esoteric (Cheetham 2005: 3). He is 
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the masculine face of the Earth, and represents an alternative maleness that 
enables men to ‘come to their senses’ and sink into their bodies, while 
bearing witness to the ‘greater circles of experience beyond bound linear 
thinking’ (Anderson 1990: 219). The Green Man is Nature’s organic matter 
personified; his flesh merged with the forests that surround him. He offers a 
winding path towards a ‘masculine revolution’ of rounded, integrated or raw 
masculinities. His persona reaches beyond the old: 
 
… bounded role model of masculinity given to us by our social conditioning—a 
man is tough, in control, dominant, heterosexual, unafraid—we can live in 
acceptance and allowance of the entire continuum of the contents of our feeling, 
inner world. A [Green] MAN is: sensitive, fierce, despairing, intuitive, doubting, 
courageous, fearful, nurturing, playful, empathetic, loving, strong, soft, sexually 
open, able to cry, be wrong, be angry, wonder, and enjoy [which] implies a 
profound harmony with life, a profound care and love, a profound way of living 
upon the earth and relating to others. This is surely the message of the Green Man 
with his head among the trees (Anderson 1990: 221).  
 
The Green Man calls modern Western men to acknowledge their union with 
wildness, Nature, and an embodied communion with human and other-than-
human Others. This deepening union of the self with others is most 
powerfully accessed through sexuality, where men get to recreate 
themselves and celebrate the unity of their bodies with all the elements of 
life on Earth (Mann 1995: 222). He has been giving men permission to 
express sensuality, feeling, emotion, connection with surroundings, and 
blending into the cycles of the seasons for millennia—his persona has been 
quietly offering contradictions to the tenets of malestream masculinities for 
the duration of modernity; instigating ever-widening behavioural 
possibilities for Western men, especially those who have found themselves 
on the fringes of malestream domination with the will to challenge the very 
fabric of patriarchy for all its disastrous impacts on women, Nature and 
men.  
 
For these reasons, scholars like Aaron Kipnis (1991a: 4) have been 
encouraging men to reawaken and re-commune with the Green Man in the 
modern West. Kipnis suggested that modern Western men take the 
following intentional steps in order to do so: plant a tree; look at Nature 
with masculine eyes (i.e. seek the ‘masculine’ images in Nature such as 
erect tall trees as phalli, jutting mountains and thundering storms, volcanic 
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eruptions, etc.); commune with these ‘masculine aspects of the Earth by 
engaging in conversations through heart and mind, praying, creatively 
expressing that connection through art and ritual, which help manifest a 
vital masculine healing energy; and dance with others and the Earth to 
celebrate the connection of the individual with the Earthen masculine. For 
Joe Lembo (1994: 18), the Green Man represented the protective and 
compassionate masculine self. Lembo highlighted the Green Man’s 
personage as co-creator of life; an archetype of masculine fecundity who is:  
 
... nurturing, protective and compassionate. He can also be playful, wild, free, erotic, 
and energetic. Getting in touch with our Earth Father, we can connect with our 
masculine powers to heal, engender, and support life (rather than destroy it) ... 
[reclaiming] our earthy, passionate, life-giving masculinity (Lembo 1994: 18). 
 
The Green Man became synonymous with the Earth Father and the Horned 
God who ‘re-greens’ modern Western masculinity (Lembo 1994: 19). He 
consequently remains the embodiment of the integrated masculine self: the 
‘lover’, the ‘magician’, the ‘warrior’, the ‘healer’, the ‘poet’, and the ‘priest’ 
(Mann 1995: 18).  
 
Matthew Fox’s (2008) The Hidden Spirituality of Men: Ten Metaphors to 
Awaken the Sacred Masculine offered a mythopoetically inspired 
celebration of Nature masculinities that made reference to various and 
contemporary manifestations of the Green Man. For Fox, the Green Man cut 
through to the masculine soul at a number of different levels: he contradicts 
the tradition of masculine isolation, critical of the modern industrial era, 
seeks alternatives to the Western habit of ‘mastering’ Nature, aspires to be 
in intimate relationship with Nature, he is generating, wise, and reminds us 
that we are dependent upon plants like they are not dependent on us (Fox 
2008: 19-20. For all of these reasons the Green Man sports a beard of leaves 
and branches and appears to be blended with the vegetative forest—the 
source of our fire, fuel, food, shelter and even our weapons, his face adorned 
with acanthus (a species commonly found at the boundary between 
wilderness and farm), or the fig (the Divine Mother plant feeding all) (Fox 
2008: 21, 24-25). The Green Man facilitated the masculine aspect of human 
connectivity with the Earth by celebrating ‘Father sky’ in intimate embrace 
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with ‘Mother Earth’. He was the forest deity of Western Europe, the Christ 
of the Earth, the Jesus of the Vine, bringing fecund ‘wetness and aliveness 
to the human soul’ (Fox 2008: 21). He demanded that men stand up and be 
‘men’ by shaking loose from the daze of modern philosophy, consumerism, 
and pseudo-masculine, media-promoting renditions of the modern Western 
self (Fox 2008: 26-27). The Green Man served as the son, the lover and the 
guardian of the Great Earth Mother. He was benign, beaming, the 
personification of the moods of Nature, an ally and friend, an advocate for 
the healthy management of the Earth’s riches, a daring bulwark against 
injustices whose ferocity and strengths is dedicated to sustaining 
humanity—he became a spiritual warrior for the Earth (Fox 2008: 30-31). 
 
The Green Man’s significance to contemporary Nature awareness is broader 
and deeper than present-time social and environmental rhetoric. He 
continues to facilitate a reunion of modern Western maleness and Nature by 
persistently re-surfacing throughout the history of modern Western 
masculinity. In doing so, he teaches us much about the importance of a 
socially and ecologically sensitive maleness that is being brought into 
awareness of modern Western men and masculine identities. He reminds us 
that we have: 
 
… lived too long within a world of our own making. We have lived too long 
within a language of the merely human. To keep our internals open we have to 
learn to read and write ourselves out of ourselves, and uncurl ourselves back into 
the world (Cheetham 2005: 113). 
 
The Green Man implores us to commune, exchange, open, flow, be with, 
take in, let out, and pulse with the metronome of the Earth to this very day; 
to view the world as a Primordial Temple, that Western malestreams have 
long been failing to worship (Cheetham 2005: 114). And although we have 
denied ourselves access to the messages of the Green Man for much of 
modernity, his voice for the preservation of Nature has not died—he is 
finding his way back into our homes, our communities and our means of 
governance through the subtle shifts in Western masculine identity that are 
making it possible for men to show their care for society and environment 
once again. The hairy ‘wild man’ that reappears in the rituals and 
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ceremonies of the modern day mythopoetic men’s movement mentioned 
above is thought by some to be an aspect of the Green Man (Cheetham 
2005: 112). This blending of a gender integrated maleness with the ebbs and 
flows of Nature strikes out against the Western malestream, offering 
guidance as the permissible expressions of the masculine self shift towards 
ecologisation. And in the context of the chivalry of knighthood, the 
expansive clerical hegemony of the Crusades, and the demonisation of 
pagan ritual and the feminine in Nature, it is little wonder that such an 
archetype has been in hiding in the modern context. Such recommendations 
are intriguing, but they are fettered by essentialism, and lack the needed 
socio-political analyses that must accompany the reawakened Green Man.5 
 
The Green Man has long been the masculine equivalent of this 
woman/Nature nexus. He has foretold the awakening of the masculine heart, 
which cares deeply for all Others. He has not, however, been a politicised 
entity but rather one reflective of archetypal and essentialised constructs of 
the Earthen masculine principal, frolicking as trickster and sage in defiance 
of malestream norms as they were being formed. In this sense he was a 
medieval activist, blending with Nature to buck the oligarchies of injustice 
that hegemonised medieval Western communities. It is vital that we not 
leave him to be a figment of the Western past, but assure his place in the 
present by awakening the modern Masculine heart wedded to an intelligent 
and considered view of justice for all. In order to accomplish this rounded 
and revised Green Man who caters to contemporary concerns, the Green 
Man must also become an overt advocate for gender equality and the 
celebration of the intrinsic value of Nature. These addenda have not been 
traditional concerns for men and masculinities, or for the Green Man in his 
various previous guises. These extensions to the Green Man are maturing; 
they not only draw from and honour the traditional mythological 
significance of the Green Man archetype, but also ensure that his lessons are 
blended with those of the Twenty First Century. Adding these contemporary 
layers to the Green Man archetype requires a willingness to explore the 
existing literature on an ecologised masculinities theory and the resultant 
praxes that might emerge. We must acquire a willingness for the maturing 
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Green Man to shed his essentialised past, enabling him to become an agent 
for a post-gendered future that celebrates the Earthen masculine principal as 
an integral expression of the fully human self in men and women.6 Through 
our attempts to explore the theoretical dimensions of ecological 
masculinism and its practical applications, we must then acknowledge and 
assess the existing ‘ecomasculinist’ literature—sparse though it might be. I 
now proceed to explore the Nature-focused contributors to a discourse that 
further supports the ecologised masculinities I posit. 
 
To begin, Ron Levant’s consideration for the political currency of the 
challenges facing modern Western men and masculine identities have been 
formative for my ecologised masculinities theory. And it is his work that I 
will turn to next. In Levant’s case, the vision of a revived masculine heart 
evokes a strong alternative to the traditional hegemonic masculinist era; one 
that is strong, tender, emotional and inherent in all men. These are precisely 
the qualities of the mature masculine that must be woven within the fabric 
of a contemporary Green Man.  
 
Awakening the Modern Masculine Heart 
To many men, particularly in mid-life, the question of what it means to 
be a man today is one of the most persistent unresolved issues in their 
lives. Raised to be like their fathers, they were mandated to become the 
good provider for their families, and to be strong and silent. They were 
discouraged from expressing vulnerable and tender emotions, and 
required to put a sharp edge around their masculinity by avoiding 
anything that hinted of the feminine.  
(Levant 1992: 381) 
 
The Green Man is not our only source of alternatives to modern Western 
masculinities. Ron Levant has been exploring the nuances of the modern 
Western masculine ‘heart’ for some time (Levant 2010; also see Levant et 
al. 1992, Pollack and Levant 1995). Building on Joseph Pleck’s (1981) Male 
Sex Role Identity (MSRI) Paradigm, Levant collaborated with others to note 
that men were subject to a set of seven traditional male roles: 1). Avoiding 
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femininity; 2). Restrictive emotionality; 3). Seeking achievement and status; 
4). Self-reliance 5). Aggression; 6). Homophobia; 7). Non-relational 
attitudes toward sexuality (Levant et al. 1992). He argued that meeting these 
roles was not ‘historically invariant’ but rather violated tradition frequently 
since many men failed to conform to these norms. As I have attested 
previously, the pressures placed upon men to assume these roles are 
enormous and reflect the constraints of malestream socialisations, which 
define and shape their ontological constructions within extremely narrow 
parameters, lauding the daring aspects of hubristic and hegemonic norms 
while back-grounding the innate presence of care and caring in men and 
masculinities. Worse, a man’s failure to meet the criteria for traditional 
masculinity has relegated him to be ‘unmanly’, replete with diminished 
socially sanctioned status through the renunciation of power, privilege and 
control that accompanies conscious or unconscious defiance of the gendered 
traditions that are imposed upon them (Levant 1992: 380-381).  
 
These are some of the main reasons that men struggle to care for 
themselves. They are quick to over-work, isolate, feel badly, direct their 
attention towards what has not been achieved, conceal their feelings with an 
artificial hubris, and reinforce hegemonic social constructions which reward 
them for their primacy, effectively ‘immunising’ them against the vagaries 
of life. These are a few ways the Western masculine self is commonly 
neglected. For the oppressions that men perpetrate upon Others to cease, 
they need alternative masculinities that allow them to access their deeper 
goodness and reawaken their innate capacity to care and being caring 
towards all Others. But many men still harbour ambivalence towards 
feminist principles and practices reflective of the pervading presence of 
sexism throughout the malestream West. If men adopt feminist ontologies, 
they challenge their own identity not because of feminism, but because of an 
overt noncompliance to malestream norms, which—as I have explained 
above—brings with it considerable reprimand. This bulwark against 
gendered equity has additionally reinforced malestream norms and stifled 
the sound practical contributions that feminists (and ecofeminists in 
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particular) have provided to our understanding of human nature in the 
context of the ways that we relate with non-human Nature.  
 
These socialisations have resulted in Levant’s version of a ‘crisis of 
masculinity’. It has been noted that: 
 
... society no longer seems to even recognize the traditional male way of 
demonstrating care: through taking care of his family and friends, 
looking out for them, solving their problems, and being one who can be 
counted on when needed. In its place, men are being asked to take on 
roles and show care in ways that violate the traditional male code and 
require skills they do not have, such as nurturing children, revealing 
weakness, and expressing their most intimate feelings. The net result of 
this for many men is a loss of self-esteem and an unnerving sense of 
uncertainty about what it means to be a man (Levant 1995: 230). 
 
Levant’s research revealed further signs of change for men; ‘Traditional 
Masculinity Ideology’, as he called it, is giving way what he referred to as 
the ‘New Masculinities’. In a blog entry titled The Masculine Heart: 
Seeking the Strong, Tender Heart Inherent in Men, Levant (2010) compared 
‘Traditional Masculinity Ideology’ against the emerging ‘New 
Masculinities’, which I summarise in Table 5.1:7 
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Traditional Masculinity Ideology 
 
 
New Masculinities 
 
He avoids all things feminine 
 
He is in possession of a combination of old and 
new traits 
 
He lives a restricted emotional life 
 
He is strong, self-reliant and reliable 
He achieves status above all else 
 
He is willingness and ability to show care by 
doing for others, looking out for them, and 
helping them to solve their problems 
 
He aspires to be and acts as if he is completely 
self-reliant 
 
He no longer is a stranger to emotions 
He acts tough and aggressive He has a greater appreciation of one’s own 
emotional life and an ability to express emotions 
in words 
 
He possess non-relational objectifying attitudes 
towards sexuality 
 
His emotional life will be richer and more 
complex 
He hates and is afraid of homosexuals His anger will retreat to an appropriate level, and 
he will be more comfortable with sadness and 
fear 
 
 He will feel less afraid of shame 
 
He will be aware of reading the emotions of 
others, and adept at reading their subtle nuances 
 
He will seek a balance between work and love 
 
He will be a better husband and lover because he 
is able experience the true joys of intimacy and 
come to prefer that to non-relational sex 
 
He will be the kind of father he always wanted 
his father to be for him 
 
He will feel less afraid of shame 
 
He will be aware of reading the emotions of 
others, and adept at reading their subtle nuances 
 
He will seek a balance between work and love 
 
He will be a better husband and lover because he 
is able experience the true joys of intimacy and 
come to prefer that to non-relational sex 
 
He will be the kind of father he always wanted 
his father to be for him 
 
 
 
Table 5.1: Traditional Masculine Ideology vs. New Masculinities 
 
 
This ‘Traditional Masculine Ideology’ is prescribed, abstract, simple, short 
and singular. Levant (1992: 381) argued that we have raised men to: 
 
... be like their fathers, they were mandated to become the good provider for 
their families, and to be strong and silent. They were discouraged from 
expressing vulnerable and tender emotions, and required to put a sharp edge 
around their masculinity by avoiding anything that hinted of the feminine. 
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Unlike their sisters, they received little, if any, training in nurturing; in being 
sensitive to the needs of others or empathic with their voices. On the other 
hand, they received lots of training in problem-solving, logical thinking, 
risk-taking, staying calm in the face of danger, and assertion and aggression. 
 
This, combined with boys’ premature and terse separation from their 
mothers and the absence of their fathers, has resulted in what Levant 
suggested to be a ‘masculine mandate in the midst of a rising crescendo of 
[male] criticism’ (Levant 1992: 381). The pull to raise boys in the images of 
their fathers remains with us, effectively reproducing the constraints of the 
past in each new generation of boys entering manhood when left to run 
unchallenged. 
 
By comparison, Levant’s ‘New Masculinities’ are personable, detailed, 
definitive and variable. They encourage men to acknowledge the universal 
oneness of humanity and the Earth by means of broader and more flexible 
masculine ontologies, as compared to those of the traditional malestream. 
This is a significant juxtaposition not only for men and men’s studies, but 
lends great insight into the transformations that are sorely needed for men, 
and this dissertation is designed to help address. For men to approach 
Levant’s ‘new’ maleness, they must negotiate the transition from a 
prescribed, stoic and emotionally bankrupt demeanour to one that is 
emotionally articulate, dynamic, and equipped to embrace the complexities 
of life at home and in society. Levant’s ‘New Masculinities’ are indicative 
of the importance of relational connectivity in steering modern Western men 
and masculine identities towards ecologised masculinities that give rise to 
ecomen.  
 
According to Levant’s model, these new men must seek fresh ontologies 
that engage the engagement with both their heads and their hearts. The 
magnitude of this transformation cannot be overemphasised: men must 
‘cross the canyon’, so to speak, from an objective egocentric and reactive 
malestream legacy (passed on for generations) to that of egoless, subjective 
and emotionally aware responses to the myriad demands of life. These 
transformative expectations for this new man are tantamount to pushing him 
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out across a tightrope strung from one side of a canyon to another with no 
balancing pole. It is little wonder that many men’s inner lives are faltering. 
Nor is it any surprise that our societies and Nature are bearing the brunt of 
the inner and conflicted masculine struggle that has resulted. Modern 
Western men are suffering from great inner turmoil and are making all 
Others and themselves pay the price for their woes.  
 
In collaboration with others, Levant argued in favour of tender, open, and 
alternative masculinities. This new masculinities encouraged authentic 
connectivity between others and the self. In order to manifest these new 
masculinities, he suggested that we firstly recognise that there is a problem 
for men, take heed of feminist critiques of the relationship between gender 
identity and socially sanctioned power, privilege and control, and then break 
with essentialist traditions that encourage us to define men and women 
according to supposed ‘inherent’ roles (Levant 1995: 230-231). From there, 
Levant suggested that we ought to seek the rise of new and ‘empathetic 
man’ to salve his understanding of a masculinities crisis (Levant 1995: 233). 
With the assistance of Gina Kopecky, Levant proposed this transition ought 
to be facilitated by addressing the following: resolve the emotional 
suppression of males by mothers and fathers such that boys and men can 
develop a sophisticated emotional vocabulary—specifically empathy, self-
awareness, expressivity as well as the therapeutic release of the grief from 
mother loss and father absenteeism; imbue selfless generosity that prioritises 
the wellbeing of others and validations for the unique ways that men 
demonstrate their care and concern for them; reduce the ‘mandate of self-
sacrifice’ that has men work long hours to the detriment of themselves and 
the health of their most important relationships—which places them on a 
collision course with the mechanisms of men’s oppression through a 
‘sacrifice’ or ‘indulge’ binary. The result was to diminish the expressions of 
masculine emotional vulnerability through aggression, and caring through 
sex. Men were, in these ways, supposedly liberated from a defensive 
autonomy while also being encouraged to integrate dependency needs, 
address internalised superiorisation in themselves and other men, and create 
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an environment that permits them to feel good about themselves (Levant 
1995: 243-244, 247-248; also see Levant and Kopecky 1995). 
 
Levant’s work centred on a solution for men and masculinities that 
emphasised not only empathetic male development and experiences, but was 
aware of the importance of gender equity and respected women’s needs and 
rights (Pollack and Levant 1995: 383). To accomplish these transformative 
masculinities, Pollack and Levant (1995: 385) suggested that we must 
develop an understanding of the variety of men’s lived experiences that 
exist, especially those of marginalised men—gay men, men of colour and 
men in poverty. There is a need to liberate men from ‘the drudgery of [their] 
endless duty’ by advocating for changes in the workplace that permit men to 
be more involved with their families and relationships such that a work-life 
balance is not only a premium but a priority for all men (Pollack and Levant 
1995: 387). In this way, traditional ‘female’ traits such as caring and 
relational closeness will not make them ‘less’ of a man (Pollack and Levant 
1995: 387). 
 
This dissertation aims to support the transition to masculine care and caring 
that is consistent with Levant’s ‘New Masculinities’. This requires a radical 
ontological shift that many men, when faced with the constraints of 
Traditional Masculine Ideology, feel that they cannot or will not bear. 
Levant argued that the path towards dynamic and emotive masculinities is 
fraught with personal and societal tensions for many men. However, as the 
limitations of malestream norms reveal the constraints placed upon men 
through men’s oppression, the possibility of this emerging new man is 
becoming more alluring. Men and women, academic and non-academic 
alike, are attempting to come to terms with a seemingly defunct malestream 
masculine tradition that refuses to release the hubris and hegemony that 
have dominated our societies and the Earth. We are struggling to make our 
peace with this emerging ‘softer’ maleness that must emerge if we are to 
achieve a deep green future. This kind of maleness that centralises care and 
caring is still not the expected norm for men, even though many fail to meet 
the expectations placed upon them by the malestream. Nor is it sufficiently 
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ecologised to bring this alternative masculinities into alignment with the 
needs of a deep green future. Experiencing the tension between a new era of 
societal and environmental care and caring must be accompanied by men’s 
improved emotional literacy.  
 
The adaptable insights that Levant offered are indeed valuable. They bear 
great parallels to transformative masculine values subscribed to in the 
ecologised masculinities theory that I propose. However, these 
recommendations still do not elaborate on how such transformations 
towards the new masculinities he advocated might actually be manifested in 
men’s lives: how do they develop this more sensitive emotional vocabulary, 
and what enables them to make an authentic transition to interactions with 
women that are equitable? Levant’s new masculinities were not 
intentionally ecologised or relational so much as theoretical, reconstructive 
and advisory.  
 
Men need navigation tools to chart the course to these new masculinities. 
These tools must be theoretical and practical, personal and relational, caring 
and ecological. To encourage the rise these new masculinities, we need an 
ecologised masculinities theory that encourages a plurality of ecomen across 
the broadest of socio-political boundaries within men’s studies and men’s 
lived experiences, where care and are caring towards all Others and the self 
is prioritised. 
 
What Now for Ecologised Men?  
The primary characteristic of the ecomasculine spirit is the self-
perception as relator rather than dominator. The ecomasculinist 
conceives a society on the principles of nurturance and the transforming 
value of partnership with Nature. 
(Donaldson 1990a: 19) 
 
In our attempts to explore the theoretical dimensions of ecological 
masculinism and its practical applications, we must acknowledge and assess 
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the existing ‘ecomasculinist’ literature that has emerged prior to this 
dissertation.8 There are a number of references that have made mention of 
the nexus between men, masculinities and Nature in various ways, some of 
whom I have introduced already (Schur 1985, Bliss 1987, Bly 1990, 
Connell 1990, Donaldson 1990a, Kipnis 1991a, 1991b, Ross 1992, Schur 
1992, Lembo 1992, Bliss 1995, Twine et al. 1995, Twine 1997, Allister ed. 
2004, Kipnis 1991b[2004], Fox 2008, Biddulph 2010, Kreps 2010). While I 
consider these references to be foundationally influential for an ecologised 
masculinities theory, I note that none directly offers a robust conceptual 
framework from which we can construct a new academically sound 
conversation about men, masculinities and Nature; none offers us an 
ecological masculinism that stands parallel and in harmony with the three 
main subfields of environmental thought as the masculinities rendition to a 
socially just and environmentally equitable ecologisation journey that is 
specifically designed for modern Western men and masculine identities. 
With this in mind and before attempting to address this discursive blind 
spot, as I will in Chapter 6, I examine those references that I consider 
deserve deeper consideration for their foundational contribution to my work 
below. They share in common preliminary theoretical suggestions about the 
impact of environmental concerns on men, while also lending either direct 
or indirect reference to an ecologised masculinities theory.  
 
Here, I feature what I consider to be the key references that build the 
foundations of a discourse about an ecologised masculinities theory. 
Shepherd Bliss (1987) is credited with coining the term ‘ecomasculinity’ in 
his seminal article Revisioning Masculinity: A report on the growing men's 
movement. Bliss makes reference to the pagan Horned God who is described 
as wild ‘… without being cruel, angry without being violent, sexual without 
being coercive, spiritual without being unsexed, and able to truly love’ but 
who was deliberately perverted by the medieval Church to represent the 
Christian Devil (Starhawk 1979: 94). Transdisciplinary researcher James 
Donaldson’s (1990) Master’s thesis, The Beliefs of Male Ecological Leaders 
Regarding the Impact of Ecological Movements on the Socialization of the 
Masculine Role, explored the social implications of male environmental 
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activism. South-Western Australian regional sustainability professional, 
land care advocate and long-time environmental activist, Basil Schur’s 
(1992) Master’s thesis, Men and Landcare in WA: An investigation into 
men’s involvement in childcare, youth training programs and men’s support 
groups and the implications for landcare policy in rural Western Australia 
is also relevant to my inquiry. His study offered insights into the ways men 
in rural areas have sought caring expressions of relational connectivity with 
their families, their communities and their surroundings. I have previously 
credited British academic, Richard Twine et al. (1995) as the academic who 
initiated a discourse on ecomasculinity within ecofeminism; a discussion 
that came to an ontological dead end and has been resurrected in this 
dissertation (see Chapter 1). Responding to his own 1995 listserv question 
posted on behalf of the Essex Ecofeminist Group, Twine (1997) wrote a 
paper titled Masculinity, Nature, Ecofeminism for the ecofem listserv. He 
followed this work with a subsequent though less related posting titled 
Ma(r)king Essence—Ecofeminism and Embodiment (2001). My research 
uncovered one further response to Twine’s inquiries by animal welfare 
activist and civil rights lawyer Lee Hall, who wrote a sympathetic and 
rigorous posting on the Essex Ecofeminist Group listserv, Reflections on the 
Masculine Hegemon: A Reply to Richard Twine (2005). Mark Allister’s 
(2004) anthology titled Ecoman: New Perspectives on Masculinity and 
Nature is the only literary work on the subject of masculinities and Nature 
from the perspective of North American ecocriticism that has been 
published to-date. Finally, David Kreps (2010) wrote a short but instructive 
paper titled: Introducing Eco-masculinities: How a masculine discursive 
subject approach to the Individual Differences Theory and IT impacts an 
environmental informatics project, which argued the need for masculinities 
to transcend essentialism in order to construct a new model for pro-
environmental behaviours based on social equanimity where co-existence 
and care are prioritised. I will now discuss these works in detail below, 
making specific reference to the ways they contribute theoretically to my 
formulation of ecological masculinism.  
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Men’s Bliss 
I credit Shepherd Bliss (1987) with originally coining the term 
‘ecomasculinity’. He did so in his seminal paper: Revisioning Masculinity: 
A report on the growing men's movement. As an Army officer from a 
distinguished US military family, Bliss acquired a particularly acute 
understanding of the parameters placed on men and masculine identities. 
His experiences lead him to study with Paolo Freire, enter Divinity school in 
Chicago, do ministry work in South America, and explore transpersonal 
psychology at Harvard, Sonoma State, John F. Kennedy University and the 
University of Hawaii. Bliss has since become a dedicated steward of berries, 
apples and chickens at his Kokopelli Farm, as well as an avid Nature 
educator. In these various capacities, he has challenged the parameters of 
modern Western masculine identity, immersed himself in the cycles of the 
Earth and in doing so has assumed a lead role in the mythopoetic men’s 
movement.9   
 
Coming to prominence as a men’s leader in the 1980s and 1990s, Bliss 
became a vocal advocate for the re-mythologising of modern Western men 
and masculine identities. He approached his vision for the re-awakened 
‘deep masculine’ through fairytales, Jungian archetypal psychology, and the 
poetry of masculinities advocates such as St. Francis of Assisi, John Muir, 
Henry David Thoreau, Walt Whitman, and Frederico Garcia Lorca, as well 
as Robert Bly, James Hillman and Michael Meade (Bliss 1995: 293). Bliss 
looked beyond the mistakes of the men’s movement (esp. Christian 
fundamentalist men) by resisting the ‘self-loathing’ and ‘castrating’ 
misandry vocalised by some profeminist masculinities scholars; he called 
for the diversity of views within men’s studies to ‘love one another rather 
than cast stones’ as we honour a long tradition of nurturing and generating 
masculinities (Bliss 1995: 293). His adamant advocacy for the deep 
masculine considered men, like women, to be victims of the systems of 
global, technologically-inspired industrialism that controlled them in the 
front lines of social functioning at war and at home, bringing us all, in his 
view, to the brink of social and environmental collapse not because of men’s 
inherent ‘bad’ natures, but on account of a systemic manipulation of them 
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(Bliss 1995: 296, 303). Bliss made explicit reference to the need for 
alternative approaches to men’s studies that transitioned beyond the 
‘either/or’ dichotomy of the personal versus the political, to a world of 
‘both/and’ where gender reconciliation takes precedent as a systems 
approach to men’s studies, which is both mature and inclusive (Bliss 1995: 
306).10 Reaching for a more dynamic masculinities beyond the archetypal 
Warrior, King, Magician, and Lover, Bliss sought a hegemony-free new 
story for men, which he suggested ought to be localised, heartfelt, 
supportive of diversity, as well as gender reconciled (Bliss 1987, Hoff and 
Bliss 1995). Despite this, the schism between the personally focused 
mythopoets and the politically focused profeminists, which I have discussed 
previously, did not gain reconciliation through the movement’s rights and 
rituals.  
 
Bliss pioneered the movement by initially addressing what he considered 
were the most pressing issues afflicting men’s lives. They were, in his view: 
men’s father wounds; deepening friendship bonds between adult men; 
investigating and educating men about medical/health issues; developing 
modes of intimacy with women and men that are tender and warm, beyond 
sexuality; training men to acquire authentic and expansive emotional 
vocabularies; and the celebration of masculine physicality; all of which, in 
Bliss’s view, ought to be explored in the company of fellow men, and in 
doing so would result in the wholesale redefining of modern Western 
masculinities and what we accept to be ‘normal’ circumstances for men 
(Bliss 1987). Like Bly, Hillman and Meade, Bliss argued that in order to 
awaken this new and deep masculine self that broke with the old and 
familiar traditions of the past, men must reach ‘down into pain, grief, and 
ultimately ecstasy, rather than upward into denial and the abstract realm of 
ideas’ (Bliss 1987). His efforts to awaken the deep masculine required 
grieving rather than anger and violence, as well as the development and 
expression of the full spectrum of a man’s feeling self (Bliss 1987). But 
while he advocated for equality between the genders, Bliss derided what he 
considered to be a distraction from Earthy masculinity caused by some 
disgruntled women’s liberationists and profeminist who, he suggested, 
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bickered, snickered, mocked, and put down men with snide and sarcastic 
remarks that eroded their value in the public eye, and wasted valuable time 
while the forces of contemporary capitalism were wreaking havoc on 
women, men and the Earth (Bliss 1995: 303-304). That said he did find 
some common ground with these critics, insisting that the erosion of 
traditional (malestream) masculinity was essential for the rise of the deep 
masculine to occur. He similarly encouraged the dissolution of traditional 
masculinity while championing the importance of men’s lives as loving and 
caring fathers and partners, engaged in the mutual work of building a better 
(and post-patriarchal) world for all, shoulder-to-shoulder with women—
doing so in ways that ‘re-associate ourselves with nature’ (Bliss 1995: 304). 
These views were instrumental in setting the tone for the mythopoetic men’s 
movement that Bliss suggested characterised one of its ‘key methodologies 
... getting back to animals, plants, and nature itself’ (Bliss 1995: 304). TO be 
a man deeply immersed in and connected to Nature was to be a different 
kind of man to the traditional conventions of the modern West. 
 
Further, Bliss suggested that one of the principal paths to men’s inner and 
deeper healing was the return to play, lightness, and the feminine within. 
This, he suggested, could be achieved through drumming and primordial 
rituals in natural settings—the further from civilisation the better. He argued 
that reunification of the masculine spirit with Nature was crucial for the 
healing and reawakening of not only the deep masculine to occur, but of the 
world’s most pressing social and environmental problems: 
 
We must re-associate learning with direct experience, with animals, plants, and 
nature itself. It is important to get back to the basics—especially to the land itself—
as that nineteenth century naturalist Thoreau did, an ancestor to those doing today’s 
mythopoetic men’s work. Humans used to see themselves as part of the nonhuman 
world; our disassociation from the Earth is the source of our gender problems, which 
modern technology heightens (Bliss 1995: 297). 
 
Our disassociation from the Earth was reflective of what Bliss referred to a 
‘shallow, negative, or abusive masculinity’ that he juxtaposed against a 
‘vital, robust, zany, unpredictable, and spontaneous’ deep maleness that he 
considered sensitive, vigorous, and gentle (Bliss 1992: 95). Through 
workshops, trainings and the forging of intimate closeness with men, Bliss 
 282 
set a clear intention to form communities of men from diverse backgrounds, 
who help to restore a positive male community that facilitates the healing of 
each man, along with his relationships with non-human Others (Bliss 1992: 
97).  
 
However, an Earthly emphasis was somewhat rhetorical in the movement’s 
formative years. Mythopoetry as a prime men’s work medium specifically 
encouraged men to adopt activities that located them as deep and intuitive 
Earth advocates (Hoff and Bliss 1995, Bliss 2007). As the movement 
matured, it developed ritualised means to identify with animals, plants, 
indigenous cultures and the environmental tomes of notable Earth-advocates 
such as Gary Snyder. Bliss can also be credited with this aspect of the 
movement’s growth. His vocal proclamations about the wisdom and deep 
teachings that men receive from Earthen connectivity aligned with his belief 
in the need for a contemporary ecomasculinity that was intertwined with 
men’s personal work. He considered this to be a much richer and deeper 
inquiry than the supposed guru worship that characterised the mythopoets in 
their early days.  
 
Not only did Bliss shift the focus of the Robert Bly inspired men’s 
movement towards a broader front of mythopoetry. Through his deep 
concern for health and wellbeing of the Earth, which he saw as co-joined 
with his similarly deep concern for men’s wellbeing, Bliss confronted 
technology, nuclear weaponry, and the addiction to power that, he argued, 
continue to collectively pollute the Earth and represent the universal evils of 
our time (Bliss 1995: 304). Steering us away from condemning men, he 
validated the: 
 
... historic male role of the Protector, which when taken in excess could be a 
problem, [but] is a positive image. The Protector, the Husbandman. The men who 
till the Earth, take care of the Earth, not as nurturers but as generators. There's that 
regenerating quality. I make a distinction between the nurturing that women do and 
generating that men do. We need to think about biodiversity in human-kind. We 
think about it mainly in terms of wildlife and nature. But humans are a part of 
nature. We need to apply some of the thinking in the environmental circles to Men's 
Work and some of the thinking in Men's Work to environmental circles ... I'd like us 
to bring that more into the mass culture and environmental awareness. We as men 
both individually and in our movement have a lot to offer to our society as a whole 
(Hoff and Bliss 1995). 
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These beliefs advocated the need for ecologically inspired masculine 
ontologies that stood parallel to feminism, profeminism and ecofeminism 
(Bliss 1995: 305).  
 
The path to Bliss’s ecomasculinity was distinct. The ecologising of the 
masculine self was, in Bliss’s view, inextricably linked to the reawakening 
of the ‘wild man’. This, he suggested, reflected times in the past when men 
were intricately imbedded in Nature, popularised in the contemporary 
context by Bly and others, as well as himself (Bliss 1987). These visions for 
the deep masculine aimed to create a world where men are able to be their 
‘real’ selves, especially in the company of other men, side-by-side, doing 
things together, especially in the out-of-doors (Bliss 1995: 305). Bliss 
sought to create the conditions for men to live lives of service to all Others, 
human and non-human alike. He considered this to be an integral aspect of 
celebrating the sacred aspects of modern Western masculinities (Bliss 
1987). This ecologised, green, modern Western maleness represented a 
‘cooperative masculinity, which manifests itself in forms such as raising 
barns, harvesting food, and volunteering to fight fires ...’ (Bliss 1995: 304). 
The Blissian ecomasculinist was founded on these foundations.  
 
Bliss’s vision for an ecomasculinity was reflective of his colleagues, allies 
and mentors in suggesting that ‘[a]ll good things are wild and free ... Give 
me for my friends and neighbours wild men, not tame ones’ (quoting H. D. 
Thoreau; Bliss 1989: 10). He aimed to reconcile men’s lost connections 
with the natural world by taking men away from the city and into 
wilderness, to a ‘middle ground’ where garden, farm or meadow nourishes 
men in pastoral ways that are wild ‘without being cruel, angry without being 
violent, sexual without being coercive, spiritual without being unsexed, and 
able to truly love’ (Bliss 1989: 10). He beckoned the Earth Father back from 
the sky (our Father who art in Heaven), the Uncle back to nephew (the one 
who helps, advises and inspires) and the Husband back to the hearth (the 
one who protects and provides while being attentive to familial needs) (Bliss 
1989: 11). This wild man was fresh and spontaneous, vital and alive—as 
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opposed to savage, brutal or passive—he was for Bliss a Franciscan, 
Thoreauian, Whitmanian, Rumian wild man, and his ‘return to our over-
civilized, over-urbanized, over-organized, too-rational society can be life-
enhancing and planet-protecting’ (Bliss 1989: 10). The Blissian 
ecomasculinist was an Odyssean farmer of soulful dedication to land 
stewardship, who played his part in the regeneration of the bounteous Earth; 
a Green Man full of feelings of joy and disappointment, loss and despair, 
awe and gratitude, connecting and communication, and relationship between 
humans and non-humans, lending the body and soul to our turning towards 
the Earth (Bliss 1996: 16-17). 
 
Indeed, this encouragement of men to ‘re-commune’ with Nature has been 
characteristic of the mythopoetic men’s movement since its very beginnings 
in a large part due to Bliss’s visionary views. Unfortunately, such 
recommendations have not been as deep and intrinsic as some gender, 
sustainability and ecophilosophical advocates might hope, nor Bliss, to my 
reading, intended.11  
 
The post-patriarchal intention of personally awakened and politically wise 
men that Bliss encouraged was consequently lost in the translation during 
the early days of mythopoetic men’s awakenings. Bliss’s intended 
ecomasculinist was interpreted as a permutation on the Western malestream 
utilitarian theme as masculine mythopoetry blended with pop psychology, in 
many instances using animals and Nature effigies to embolden a man’s 
sense of place within the malestream rather than subverting it; effectively 
supporting the emPOWERment of men (as in, the reinforcement of 
malestream norms) instead of their empowerment as equals standing 
shoulder-to-shoulder with women in the cause for Nature preservation and a 
world freed from oppression for all. As I mentioned in Chapter 2, 
mythopoetry has since evolved, but the mantle of Blissian ecomasculinity 
that pervaded its early days has not kept pace with the movement’s 
growth—Nature honouring is still not deeply embedded within the 
movement’s processes but rather remains a foil through which men gain 
deeper access to themselves and each other. This distinction is subtle but 
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significant since the early mythopoets used Nature to help men feel better 
about themselves, but side-stepped the need for them to face their 
internalised superiorisation and its various oppressive impacts on all Others 
and the self. Bliss’s ecomasculinist struggled to blossom throughout the 
mythopoetic men’s movement into what Joseph Jastrab (1996: 3, 6) referred 
to as ‘prayers for freedom’ or ‘winds of change’ that would come to men 
through their honouring of the deep wisdom of trees. Ecological reference 
throughout masculine mythopoetry absorbed the busy content of men’s 
fretful minds by aiming to leave them ‘mindless’ and bringing them back to 
their true selves, but in doing so left an intrinsic valuing of Nature too much 
out of the equation.   
 
I consider that Bliss’s intuition about the men, masculinities and Nature 
nexus offered the beginnings of an accurate and important aspect of modern 
Western masculinities. Indeed, if we are to forge a deep green future for all 
life on Earth, men do need to re-identify with Nature and doing so would do 
much to support the rise of a post-patriarchal and gender-free society, 
precisely because, as I demonstrated in Chapter 4, an effective Earth 
advocate is one who cares deeply for Others; there is little ontological space 
between caring for the human and the non-human Other, when a man is 
authentically connected to his caring self. The shortcoming of this 
pioneering work on an ecologised masculinities was not then in the message 
but in its delivery and interpretation. Contrary to Bliss’s recommendations, 
the mythopoets failed to take the next step towards deep Nature connectivity 
as an integral aspect of the reawakening of the goodness in each and every 
man; they did not take men far enough into the wildness of the non-human 
world. Rather the movement stopped at the threshold of the Natural self 
instead of the venturing deeply into the Earth and the letting the Earth back 
into the deep masculine persona. It is for this reason that I have revisited 
Bliss’s inklings about the need for an ecologised maleness as integral to our 
forging of a deep green future for all of life. From these humble beginnings, 
the foundations for a new discourse in ecophilosophy were, in my view,  
laid. 
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Shortly after this initial discursive and Blissian inspired flurry about men, 
masculinities and Nature, James Donaldson published his research about 
men as environmental leaders whose perceptions of social justice shifted 
with their growing care and caring for the Earth. It is this study that I 
explore next. 
 
Male Ecoleaders  
Conducting his research as a social worker, James Donaldson (1990) aimed 
to discover the impact of environmentalism on masculine socialisation in a 
group of male environmental activists living in various small fruit-
producing valleys in north-central Washington State, USA, who were 
bonded in coming to practice ‘truth’, and to find the sacred connections of 
farming again; young men who were dedicated to restoring the agricultural 
character to the world (Donaldson 1990b: 5). The study sought to reframe 
the human experience by exploring the ontological, sociological, 
psychological, historical and anthropological influences on male 
environmentalism. It specifically examined the impacts of eco-activism on 
the masculine identities of the subjects studied (esp. nuclear free-zone 
campaigning, opposition to pollution and pesticide use, opposition to 
hazardous waste dumps, peace advocacy, the preservation of wilderness and 
child-friendly zones, and conscious fathering through the masculine virtues 
of care and nurturance). Donaldson’s research revealed that these activities 
appeared to galvanise an emergent men’s movement representative of a 
post-industrialised and post-patriarchal male who would construct a new 
socialisation role for sons (and daughters) and propose an authentic and 
appropriate definition of masculinity (Donaldson 1990a: 13, 1990b: 5). 
Donaldson suggested that that we ought to be drawn towards an ‘ecological 
mythology’ that encourages both men and women to rethink our meaning, 
purpose, and gender identities. He suggested that this would emerge as we 
(by necessity) move away from what he referred to as our environmentally 
destructive ‘progressive industrialism’, which would have the effect of 
generating greater harmony between humans and Nature, and would usher 
in a new ‘ecological age’ (Donaldson 1990a: 12).  
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Donaldson held men accountable as the prime obstacles to the rise of this 
ecological age, and acknowledged the important roles that men can and do 
play in the shifting tide towards raised environmental consciousness. He 
argued that the ecological age, as he envisioned it, would arise through an 
ecocentric post-patriarchal world-view that undertook the following 
activities: 
 
• Resist further environmental abuse wherever it occurs in order to 
reduce the damage we are inflicting on the environment and buy 
time for pursuing other approaches 
• Educate citizens and leaders about the relationship between human 
welfare and environmental quality as well as the causes of the 
environmental crisis and the steps needed to resolve them 
• Redefine key concepts, including critical and economic and political 
principles, so that our basic interactions can be oriented towards 
achieving a sustainable balance between human society and the 
Earth 
• Expand existing institutions and build new ones designed to sustain 
and nurture human activities that occur in balance with Nature 
• Combine environmental and human rights protection efforts as 
indivisible aspects of a unified strategy for forging a sustainable 
world for all (Donaldson 1990a: 19-20). 
 
Donaldson saw male environmental leaders as the exceptions to the 
malestream rule. He suggested that they were:  
 
... developing a new ecomasculine spirit of fierce courage which will disavow the 
supermale image of the power-tripping corporate executive. Maybe they will come 
up with a picture of the emptiness of the position of power and the tragedy of the 
isolated role of the male who seeks esteem in raw power and privilege from 
economic gain even at the expense of the mothering earth (Donaldson 1990b: 5). 
 
Donaldson’s research indicated that these ‘eco-men’ were best placed to 
implement the imperatives listed above since they embraced education, 
critical analysis, active participation in the reform and transformation of 
existing policies and practices, and were specifically opposed to traditional 
renditions of masculinity. Emphasising this need for environmental and 
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social sensitivity (by juxtaposing his observations of these male 
environmental leaders against 1970s formative interpretations of eco-
femininity), Donaldson’s research focused on male ‘back-to-the-land 
settlers’, whose conscious choices to ‘practice truth, and to find the sacred 
connections of farming again [resulted in] the restoration of agricultural 
character to the world’ (Donaldson 1990a: 21-22).  
 
Social and environmental actions taken by these ‘ecomen’ were dynamic as 
well as socially and environmentally engaged. They emphasised restorative 
and sustainable farming practices such as organic land-care, the use of 
biological controls and crop rotation techniques, bioregional approaches to 
land stewardship. But they also included petitioning for nuclear free zoning 
in rural areas, prevention of hazardous waste dumping, and the preservation 
of peace and harmony in interpersonal relationships, in their communities 
along with the Earth. In these ways, Donaldson’s 1990 study forged a 
crucial link between the conflicted conceptualisation of a masculine eco-
activist and his proactive participation in social actions that subvert the 
malestream precisely because such men fell outside of the conventions of 
malestream norms; a situation that was cause for some consternation for the 
subjects of his research. This consternation had direct impacts on the lived 
experiences of these men, whose ‘spirits could become enhanced through 
nurturing and caring’ for human and other-than-human Others, which 
facilitated alternative states of the research subjects’ ontologies by 
distancing them from the core masculinities tenets that pervaded dominant 
society (Donaldson 1990a: 23). The study indicated that, in choosing 
alternative lifestyles, these men were Otherised in certain notable aspects of 
their lives. The study concluded that biocentric actions enabled men to make 
their peace with the Earth by shifting their perceptions to ‘harmony with’ as 
opposed to ‘dominion over’ the land. But in order to achieve this the 
research subjects expressed a loss of socially sanctioned masculine 
approval. The positive effects of renouncing the accoutrements of city life 
and returning to a life of small-scale farming offered what Donaldson 
referred to as an open-eyed hope for a post-modern, post-industrialised, and 
post-patriarchal male who could construct a new socialisation role for sons 
 289 
(and daughters) and propose an authentic and appropriate definition of 
masculinity, which he described as ‘a man bordering, protecting, and 
saluting the wilderness and the children; a man alongside the feminist spirits 
creating households of nurturing relationship with the earth’ (Donaldson 
1990a: 24-25). Donaldson proceeded to argue that with the growing 
environmental danger ‘there were ecologically aware men who had, at the 
centre of their lives, their place and their people’ (Donaldson 1990a: 25). He 
considered this ecomasculinity to be an essential ingredient in our forging of 
a deep green future. 
 
However, Donaldson’s research stopped short of recommending exactly 
how these ecologised males could arise. He also did not suggest how they 
might arrest the non-sustainable habits of our times in more systemic ways. 
While localised successes were noted, the men had negligible impacts on the 
broader societal forces that he acknowledged were destroying the Earth. 
Further, no critical attention was given to the limitations of a rural separatist 
approach to environmentalism. While it is alluring for some men to 
ecologise in the quiet and tranquil environs of a rural community, this 
localised retreat from the hyper-industrialism of the urban landscape may 
have limited impacts on wider systemic transformations unless he chooses 
to engage critically with movements that resist malestream norms in the 
broader socio-cultural context, especially within cities.  
 
While Donaldson’s early research provided a valuable contribution to our 
initial understandings of ecomasculinity, more and deeper inquiries into the 
issues raised are required. I suggest this because a broader systemic 
transformation of our understanding of modern Western masculine identities 
will not occur through an increased number of men returning to the land for 
respite from the malestream. I agree that returning to the land in larger 
numbers may become an integral aspect of our lives in the not-so-distant 
future—the joint pressures of climate change and peak oil may force this 
upon us whether we like it or not. But in the process, the parameters that 
define men and masculinity in the modern West must shift towards greater 
care and caring for the Earth if  more localised and actively engaging 
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communities are to manifest. Further, localisation and de-urbanism offer no 
guarantees that men will automatically take a stand with feminism while 
championing the preservation of the Earth.  
 
Daring maleness is present in all men regardless of their lifestyle choices. 
And ‘going rural’ will not guarantee that men will face the challenges of 
increased Earth-care with an accompanying will to become allies and equals 
to women. Dressing a man up in a green back-to-the-land ‘uniform’ will not 
automatically bring about a deep green future in the urban centres where 
human social and environmental impacts are greatest. Retreating to an 
‘idealised’ rural community that is attempting to strike against Donaldson’s 
dreaded ‘environmentally destructive progressive industrialism’ is no 
panacea. I suspect that achieving a deep green future will instead require a 
more considered and, indeed, more confronting responses from men about 
their place not only in their families and on the land, but as Western men 
whose impacts on the global community reach far and wide from the 
remotest to the most urbanised of human communities.  
 
The systematic mistreatment of women is a condition embedded in the 
psyches of men across the entire Western socio-political landscape. While 
the cultivation of Donaldson’s ‘post-modern, post-industrialized, and post-
patriarchal male’ is a worthy pursuit, we must, to return to the canyon 
metaphor, build on his work to provide sufficient training for men to walk 
the tightrope of masculine transformation with a rod of gender (on one end) 
and environmental equity (on the other) firmly balanced in their hands. This 
means that men must be willing to confront not only their disdain for the 
destruction of the Earth. They must also be willing to confront the ways 
they have been socialised to oppress all Otherised others, people of colour, 
non-heterosexuals, women, each other and themselves. And they must do so 
not only as men who have chosen to tread an alternative path through the 
urban malestream landscape. They must also cultivate the awareness that 
rural malestream landscapes constructed on hypermasculinist social norms 
will similarly emerge in the absence of the deeper, more considered and 
confronting alternative maleness that I advocate throughout this dissertation. 
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I suggest that awakening masculine care and caring on both the social and 
the environmental fronts will not be accomplished simply by returning to 
the land. We must be more strategic than Donaldson’s research implies, 
providing a framework for men to ask deeper questions about themselves 
and their relational lives.  
 
My intention throughout this dissertation is to address this deeper 
questioning. I also aim to help facilitate the rise of plurality of 
ecomasculinist praxes, which assure us that the future we create for 
subsequent generations and ourselves is one clearly grounded in life-
preserving ontologies that benefit all of life on Earth. Such addenda to the 
‘greening’ of modern Western men and masculinities are philosophical as 
much as they are practical. And it is to this exploration of the philosophical 
aspects of masculine ecological concerns that I turn to next. 
 
Philosophising the Ecoman  
Five years earlier and on the other side of the globe, Basil Schur studied a 
similar group of men, exploring the intersection between landcare and 
childcare in raising the levels of care and caring in rural South-western 
Australia. Schur’s study argued that regional men would more likely 
participate in broader social and environmental advocacy if they engaged in 
caring duties at home and on the land.  
 
As a result of this study, Schur wrote a small booklet for the Western 
Australian Society for the History and Philosophy of Science, Creating a 
Space for Philosophy (1985). In this preliminary document, Schur 
advocated a ‘participatory’ research methodology based on the principles 
and practices of deep ecology, full community engagement, and a 
commitment to the rise of ’diverse, sustainable human communities’ that 
aspired to ‘protect the great values inherent in the large areas of native 
ecosystem that remain …’ in South-Western Australia (Schur 1985: 25). 
This booklet was foundational for Schur’s practice as a rural community 
leader and motivated him to write his master’s thesis, Men and Landcare in 
WA: An investigation into men’s involvement in childcare, youth training 
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programs and men’s support groups and the implications for landcare 
policy in rural Western Australia (1992) (also see: Schur 2007: pers. 
comm., 10 January). The thesis investigated the important humanistic 
awakenings that men can gain by extending care and caring towards 
children and for the Earth. Schur’s research demonstrated that in order to 
make it acceptable for men to prioritise care for the Earth, they needed 
firstly to awaken their familial care, as men who become involved in birth 
and care of their children ‘develop the more nurturing ‘traditionally 
feminine’ traits within themselves, and this could translate to greater 
concern for proper care of the land’ (Schur 1992: 1.10).12 Schur’s 
hypothesis remains relevant in the contemporary context, as recent statistics 
on men’s domestic contributions are considered in the context of their roles 
in environmentalism.  
 
Schur’s thesis challenged domestic expressions of sexism at a time when 
men were finding ways to heed the demands of feminism in immediate and 
tangible ways. Through his interviews with a sample of rural Western 
Australian men, he revealed that an active involvement in childcare and land 
care mutually reinforced each other (Schur 1992: 4.1). The study’s findings 
prompted him to make a number of specific recommendations about men’s 
relational lives that could help shift society from one of destruction towards 
one of sustainability.13 These recommendations for the rise of more broadly 
caring rural men connected care and caring at home with that of the Earth. 
Through Schur’s work, we can see how care and caring can be extrapolated 
to relate to the broader implications of masculinities issues in the world. For 
example, a man who has acknowledged and assimilated his love for his 
family (or household members) is more likely to yield to the needs for 
environmentalism and sustainability on his farm, in his local community, 
and beyond, to ensure that his loved ones inherit a world that is healthy and 
alive. From this research, we can deduce that many men place a high 
premium on the notion of leaving a positive and enduring legacy for those 
they love that is materially, environmentally and emotionally fecund, even 
in the absence of an ontological transformation towards a post-gendered, 
sexism-free and biocentric world-view. Such a shift in perception of the self 
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relative to Others would of course be ideal. But Schur did not demonstrate 
how these qualities might be manifested in regional men’s lives; his insights 
stopped at the level of recommendation. In doing so, Schur did not address 
the need to subvert malestream norms, nor did he negotiate the contested 
ground of essentialising men and women’s perceived civil and home duties, 
leaving the actual path towards his suggested alternative masculine 
ontologies for others to articulate.14 
 
Schur’s work was not intended to facilitate a society-wide shift in our 
understandings of manliness, maleness and masculinity; the study’s scope 
was instead a preliminary and localised examination of regional men’s care 
and caring for family and the land from which they earned their livelihoods. 
Declaring the need for childcare and landcare to be integral aspects of the 
‘new man’ was an admirable beginning. Stepping forward from such 
foundations, the ecologised masculinities theory I propose here is aligned 
with scholarly recommendations consistent with an ecological feminist-
inspired subversion of the Western hegemony. It is for this reason that I now 
turn my attention to a closer examination of Richard Twine and Lee Hall’s 
commentaries on ‘ecomasculinity’ through the lens of an ecofeminist 
analysis. 
 
Deterritorialising the Masculine 
Although Richard Twine asked his question, posted on 10 November 1995 
and introduced in Chapter 1, the Essex ecofeminist listserv conversation 
about ecomasculinity did not explode into a new discourse on men and 
Nature from a profeminist perspective. In fact, a relative silence ensued after 
brief exchanges between Twine and Swarr Amanda Lock, Niamh Moore, 
Sandra Russon and Karen Barnhardt. Despite the initial flurry, which darted 
in a number of exploratory directions, deeper concerns about the validity (or 
not) of ecomasculinity did not emerge with any consistent or coherent 
recommendations or insights. Twine’s question about the presence or 
absence of ecomasculinities did, however, prompt him to write Masculinity, 
Nature, Ecofeminism (1997). The 1997 posting on the Essex Ecofeminist 
Group listerv adapted Connell’s insights about hegemonic masculinity to the 
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notion of ecomasculinity. Twine gave explicit support for post-
hegemonisation; he linked this support to the ways that men engage with 
Nature, as ‘ecological politics provides an important way in which 
(profeminist) men can subvert, albeit indirectly, hegemonic masculinity and 
then potentially create new, mutually enriching and non-oppressive 
conversations between men and Nature’ (Twine 1997: 6). In his 1997 
listserv posting, Twine identified ecofeminism as the backbone to a 
profeminist critique of malestream norms, as opposed to an 
‘ecomasculinity’ per se.  
 
Twine rightly reminded us that patriarchy has impoverished men as well as 
women. After all, a male human being has lost, as it were, his full humanity, 
lacking the ‘richness of emotion that could have informed a life in which 
gender roles did not obstruct a full range of creative being’ (Hall 2005: 22). 
Twine critiqued what he perceived to be the ‘false ideal’ of male 
invincibility as an illusory concept sold to young people in films such as 
those starring Arnold Schwarzenegger, Bruce Willis and others. That model 
of exaggerated masculinity has imposed stress, fostered expectations of self-
denial and encouraged ambivalence about caring for the male body—the 
chiseled physique idealised, but achieved through the potential of great 
bodily harm through excessive exercise and/or drug supplements with the 
potential for long-term physical, psychological and emotional costs. This 
embodied masculine ambivalence is particularly overt in war, where the 
soldier is expected to accept injury or death as a badge of honour. Twine 
maintained that an ecofeminist realpolitik confessed ‘male physical and 
emotional vulnerability’ in ways that might ease ‘the stress and illness that 
goes with its denial’ (Twine 1997: 5). In effect, he argued that ecofeminism 
was sufficient, and indeed acknowledged that it was not the task of 
ecofeminisms to develop ecomasculinities. 
 
Twine’s suggested realpolitik was a voice in the wilderness of ecologising 
masculinities. Like ecofeminists, Twine argued that the distance between 
masculinity and Nature was amplified by domination. He further noted that 
‘there is an absence of writing on the relationship between masculinity and 
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nature’ even though  ‘men play a key role and are the main benefactors of 
hegemonic arrangement, reminding us that it has long been recognised that 
‘hegemonic masculinity is partly configured by a dominating and alienated 
relation to nature’ (Twine 1997: 1). The absence of an intentional and 
exploratory study consequentially seems obvious, and yet has not, to-date, 
been conducted in any depth. Twine’s argument supported the ecofeminist 
notion that we must engage with the Earth through the combined efforts of 
emotional and embodied (or internal), as well as external engagements with 
Otherised Others (Hall 2005: 14). Drawing on his ecofeminist sympathies, 
such a recommendation points us in the direction of a study about men that 
is socio-politically aligned as well as considerate of men’s lived 
experiences. I have taken such a recommendation to heart throughout this 
study. 
 
In his later paper, Ma(r)king Essence-Ecofeminism and Embodiment, Twine 
(2001) reiterated the longstanding ecofeminist conviction that women are 
not only seen to be closer to Nature than men but are also deemed to be 
more ‘embodied’. This difference, he contended, highlighted the need for 
men to resolve the anxiety of the master identity through an ecofeminist-
inspired social construction of ‘marked’ bodies (2001: 32-33). These 
‘marked’ bodies were devalued by the master-identity, which—Twine 
argued—dwell in an un-marked environment of privileged class, gender, 
species, and race that advantage wealthy, white male human beings ahead of 
all Others (Twine 2001: 40-48; also see Dyer 1997). Twine (2001) proposed 
that this intentional masculine embodiment would increase men’s sensual 
capacity: they would not merely be minds that robotically control bodies but 
rather bodies impacted and impacting upon Nature. Marked embodiment 
could reawaken men’s sensual capacities to be much more than automatons. 
Such a perspective may also include increased acceptance of bodily 
functions – odours, secretions, actions as well as embracing the human body 
and emotions that contradict the sanitisation of the human body that fits 
neatly with capitalist consumerism (Twine 2001: 40). This embracing of the 
marked body could shift perceptions of the embodied masculine self away 
from men’s disdain and self-loathing and their loathing of Others, softening 
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of boundaries between masculinity and Nature so that men are no longer 
‘sealed-off’ the world around them (Twine 2001: 44). The ma(r)king of the 
body with an essence of flesh carried with it ‘connotations of animality, 
femininity, sexuality, and nature’, subverting the hegemonic norms of the 
heteronormative malestream, where marginalised men, women and Nature 
were given equal consideration to unmarked malestream men (Twine 2001: 
48). 
 
Twine’s ecofeminist-inspired approach to the male/Nature relationship 
centralised care and caring for all Others. We ought to, in his view, learn 
from ecological feminism as we develop ways that a man is able ‘to think 
emotionally about his relationship to nature’, and ought to do so from a 
marked or embodied experience that practised ‘something counter to 
hegemonic masculinity’ (Twine 1997: 2). Twine did not specify what form 
that ‘something’ might take, other than to seek feminist truths that offer 
liberation from logics of (masculine) domination.  
 
While this is a valuable contribution to the literature, Twine’s work on 
ecomasculinities was conceptually ideal but difficult to accomplish in 
practice, particularly for men. An ecofeminist agenda can occur to many 
men as uncertain precisely because it gives them no map to chart a course 
towards their own masculine full humanness. Feminism has done much to 
support women’s access to full humanness. However, men have trailed 
behind women–both as reticent allies to women and Nature and resistant to 
their own liberation from the constraints of malestream norms. I 
acknowledge that in the pursuit of a post-gendered and ecologically inspired 
full humanness, many men are reticent to adopt a feminist agenda.  
 
Animal liberationist and civil rights lawyer, Lee Hall, posted a long-awaited 
response to Twine’s 1997 paper also posted on the ecofeminist listserv in 
2005. She argued that Twine’s question: ‘Where are all the 
ecomasculinists?’ was ‘ahead of its time’ (Hall 2005: 1). Citing the enduring 
reification of malestream masculinities throughout the 2004 US Presidential 
campaign, she branded the race between the then Democratic candidate John 
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Kerry and the incumbent George W. Bush another ‘puerile yet sinister’ display 
of thoughtless patriotism, while the astute socio-political and environmental 
consciousness of the ‘competent pro-peace candidate’ (namely Ralph Nader) 
was swept to the sidelines by malestream ‘political hype’ yet again. Hall 
considered this bipartisan chest-beating a reflection of a hypermasculine 
addiction to a militarily driven struggle for masculine control over Nature, with 
both political parties creating images of their respective and virile ‘hyper-
masculinist’ dandies through hunting conquests and war-rousing foreign 
policy rhetoric. Hall cited the Abu Ghraib ‘S&M War’ fallout and the loving 
demeanours of bonobos as exemplars of true civil society. She also posited a 
Schwarzeneggerian quip about Democratic ‘girlie-men’ economic policies as 
living proof that the amplified and anti-feminist terror afflicting many men 
was alive and well in the contemporary context.  
 
Hall proceeded to tease apart the details of Twine’s article. She argued that 
the ‘mythology and performativity’ of modern masculinity are deceptive 
and insular, highlighting the need for us to interrogate masculinist 
domination. Women, she reminds us, like people of colour, are vulnerable to 
masculine hegemony in ways that are similar to the vulnerability of Nature. 
This vulnerability occurs precisely because such masculinities are 
fundamentally geared towards maintaining privileges, power and control 
over Others. She suggested that ecofeminism offered great promise in the 
resolution of these tensions, arguing that the disrespect for and mistreatment 
of Nature is perpetrated by the ‘same thought process wherein human beings 
set out to dominate each other’, revealing the importance of interrogating 
domination to ‘enable us to perceive the common denominator of all 
exploitive practices’ and to ‘replace our time-worn and blood-stained 
hierarchical model with a more respectful and gentle worldview’ (Hall: 
2005: 25-26). Hall proceeded to argue that: ‘[t]he journey begins with a re-
assessment of our own natures, and a willingness to ask serious questions 
about the categories we’ve been living in. And ‘the class “men” must 
disappear for “women” as a class to disappear as well, for when the masters 
are gone, there will be no slaves’ (Hall 2005: 26). Hall was effectively 
calling for a post-gendered socialised and ecologised reality. 
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In addition, Hall and Twine both emphasised the importance of 
ecofeminism in shaping an ecologised masculinities theory. Hall’s 
recommendation was an ontological one. Along with Twine, she offered the 
only additional scholarly argument my research revealed about the notion of 
a feminist-inspired ecological masculinity. Both supported the notion of a 
new feminist-inspired ecological masculinity. Through their respective 
recommendations, it was argued that ecofeminist theory and praxis has the 
potential to actively deterritorialise gender, thereby facilitating the 
possibility of raising men’s care and caring for Nature.  Such perspectives 
provided a mandate for this dissertation and as a consequence, I have built 
on their contributions with great appreciation.  
 
However, beyond embracing the principles and practices of ecofeminism, 
the recommendations of both contributors leave the critical question about 
ecomasculinities unanswered. This shortcoming leaves me to wonder what 
factors are necessary to permit ecomasculinities to emerge? Further, what 
might an ecomasculinity look like when it does arise? Men and women have 
long been asked by feminists and ecofeminists to adopt the principles and 
practices of ecofeminism. However, to-date, this has not widely occurred. 
With this in mind, I wonder what it would be like to engender an 
ecomasculinity that is sympathetic to ecofeminism but specifically adapted 
to men—and malestream men in particular. In the formulation of this 
dissertation, the time has come to answer Twine’s question once and for all 
by initiating a new conversation in gender studies, sustainability and 
ecophilosophy, which forms the foundations for an ecologised maleness as 
an addendum to the rich insights of the Big Three that have come before me.  
 
In stepping towards this goal, my research also revealed one book dedicated 
to the nexus between men and Nature, whose litany of contributors might 
broadly be described as American Nature writers. I review this notable 
scholarly support for the rising ‘ecoman’ below.  
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An Ecocritical View  
Mark Allister’s anthology Ecoman: New Perspectives on Masculinity and 
Nature (2004) grew out of a panel on men and Nature at the 2001 
conference of the Association for the Study of Literature and the 
Environment. The resulting collection of essays examined the relationship 
between masculinities and Nature from a variety of perspectives. The book 
offered an ecocritical view of the union between maleness and wilderness, 
suggesting that the North American wilderness offered a prime site for 
establishing masculine selfhood. Seeking to provide fresh perspectives 
about masculinity and Nature, Ecoman discussed the tension between 
masculinity and ‘wilderness’ with special reference to the North American 
myth of masculinity, which has been compulsively attached to concepts of 
wilderness and the Eurocentric impulse to dominate it throughout that 
nation’s history. Collectively, the book’s contributors argued that—contrary 
to common perceptions—the North American male psyche is embedded 
within Nature through frontiersmenship, which centred on conquest. This 
‘frontier ecocriticism’ offered a fresh analysis of social constructions of 
masculinity that have mostly been ‘theoretical, city-oriented, and focused on 
violence, race, and sexual orientation’ (Allister 2004: 6). Allister’s 
collection also revealed the existence of intersecting considerations of 
environmental and social justice amongst men. He argued that men can and 
do actively engage in care and caring for society and Nature, since the 
ecoman he envisioned was typically weeded during weekdays to: 
 
…  an electrified, wired office, but on weekend or vacations he hits the road on a 
bike or in a boat, or competes in extreme sports, or hikes with expensive gear 
through stunning mountain landscapes. In any case, ‘nature’ is a thing out there to be 
enjoyed, certainly not lived in. Nature is for self-congratulation: ‘I am still a natural 
man’ (Allister 2004: 5).  
 
In this sense Allister’s ecoman was considered a user of wilderness, a 
consumer of the out-of-doors, which served an important role of validating 
his masculinity in the wake of the castrating drudgery of modern post-
industrial life.  
 
The book also held both women and men accountable for the pervasive 
injustices of our time. Allister aimed to provide ‘companion to 
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ecofeminism’ in order to add a Nature bent to the racial, sexual, and 
violence orientations, which dominate the contemporary masculinities 
discourse (Allister 2004: 6-7). A chapter by John Tallmadge titled 
Deerslayer with a Degree, claimed that ‘we need new models of manhood if 
we are to achieve durable, sustainable, and honourable relations between 
human culture and the rest of life’ (Tallmadge 2004: 22). However, as with 
other works reviewed above, Tallmadge failed to tell us exactly how to 
achieve these new models of modern Western manhood. Consistent with the 
views of mythopoetic masculinities (discussed in Chapter 3), Tallmadge 
evoked a forum for boys’ initiation into manhood through hunting. The 
implicit hegemonic relationship between the hunter and the hunted was not 
however deconstructed; the masculinised self as dominator entering Nature 
to extract his quarry was for Tallmadge emblematic of his victory against 
the odds through a successful hunt that is equated with the successful 
masculine self. The intrinsic value of the hunted Other was not factored into 
the equation.  
 
My analysis of these ideas suggests that immersion in Nature can indeed 
play a valuable role in awakening one’s ecological consciousness. Further, 
hunting can enrol men into caring for the preservation of the Earth and wild 
places, but for the sake of protected and ongoing hunting and not, 
necessarily, for the preservation of Nature unto itself. Further, to set Nature 
up as the vehicle through which boys become men, and to do so in the 
context of facilitating the death of other living creatures is profoundly 
utilitarian (Kheel 1995). Hunting and resource extraction require similar 
beliefs and behaviours towards Nature—they are both extractive and 
exploitative. In the worst-case scenario, Nature is used for unabated profit 
with complete disregard for the impacts of extractive actions on the lives of 
other-than-human Others (Kheel 1995, 1996). Men are encouraged in these 
various ways to use Nature for entertainment and stress relief, as a place of 
solace for the soul, and a place to acquire wealth of spirit and material gain. 
But such scenarios seldom encourage the rise of an authentic reverence for 
the non-human Other; deference to women as Nature caretakers met by an 
expectation that men are destined to exploit it.15 Allister’s anthology 
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attempts to challenge our notions of masculinity beyond patriarchal norms, 
suggesting that constructions of maleness centred on ecological practices 
and principles could transform men’s studies. It does not, however, offer a 
specific path towards an ecomasculine theory and praxis that can stand 
shoulder-to-shoulder with ecofeminism. 
 
Indeed, Scott Slovic’s chapter in Ecoman, titled Taking Care: Towards an 
Ecomasculinist Literary Criticism is the only entry in Allister’s anthology 
that explicitly supported ecological feminism. Slovic noted that: 
 
… it is perhaps inevitable that a social movement [such as ecological feminism] 
should root itself in some form of critique, the way in which this critique is voiced 
has everything to do with how widely the views of the movement are embraced. It is 
all too common that visions of social reform are expressed in language so angry and 
self-righteous that potential supporters are put off, scared away, or otherwise 
disenfranchised (Slovic 2004: 71).  
 
Accompanying these views, Slovic raised an understandable critique of 
ecological feminism as a ‘tacit inversion of traditional, European, male-
centred hierarchies of value … although scholars have been reluctant to 
admit this’. In fact, some ecological feminists have argued the case in 
favour of women’s moral superiority over men, which is an oppositional 
view to their historical subjugation in certain cultures (Slovic 2004: 71).16 
However, he did not take a further step towards a deconstructive and 
reconstructive ecologised masculinities theory. 
 
Slovic’s views are in fact reflective of his earlier work that emphasised the 
constant ‘probing’, ‘traumatising’, and ‘soothing’ offered by the great 
Nature writers when investigating the human/Nature relationship. The issue 
of socio-political analysis was, for Slovic (1992: 3-6), secondary to 
explorations of the environmental values spurred by Henry David Thoreau’s 
‘awakenings’, Ralph Waldo Emerson’s ‘correspondence’, Edward Abbey’s 
raised ‘awarenesses’, Annie Dillard’s ‘seeing’ and ‘stalking’, Wendell 
Berry’s ‘watchfulness’, and Barry Lopez’s insightful ‘understandings’ of 
Nature as mathematical, particularised, and essential for the mental 
elevation of human beings. Slovic effectively positioned himself as a 
leading ecocritic rather than an environmental or ecophilosophical theorist, 
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feigning a deeper analysis of the gender/Nature nexus in the wake of 
‘paying attention’ to Nature from a variety of vantages—his being the 
quintessential and self-proclaimed ‘environmental indoctrinator’ (Slovic 
1992: 17, 171; also see Satterfield and Slovic 2004: 1). Slovic’s charge has 
been to bridge the gap between Nature scholarship and policy tools 
reflective of environmental values (Satterfield and Slovic 2004: 2). But his 
works are not gender focused; they dwell in the cultural terrain of 
environmental values and their resultant actions. His reflections on the 
socio-politics of ecological feminism do however bring to our attention that, 
beyond university circles and the environmental movement, civil society has 
not taken up ecofeminist practices. I suggest that this may have occurred at 
least in part because of the gendered bifurcation of that movement’s 
rhetoric, which excludes men and masculinities except in the context of 
identified social and environmental antagonist, which can hook neatly into 
men’s feeling badly feelings. I acknowledge his attempt to construct an 
ecomasculinist literary criticism’ that is complementary to ecofeminism. 
Slovic calls for the illumination of literary texts that are ‘socially and 
ecologically responsible behavioural and linguistic models for men’, which 
follow ecological feminism’s lead (Slovic 2004: 72-73). This is a thin rope 
to tether between the grounded ecological feminist discourse and an 
emerging ecologised masculinities theory. However, it is a beginning. 
 
Slovic argued that men seem to pay more attention to the need for care and 
caring after considerable damage has already been done to society, Nature 
and/or the self (i.e., men are reactive rather than responsive) (Slovic 2004: 
76). At the level of identifying problems and finding solutions, men are 
more easily enrolled in the necessary tasks of social and environmental 
justice than they are into daily tasks such as childcare, the care of ailing 
elders and care for the home; leaving preventative care and the myriad acts 
of caring to the efforts of women either directly or indirectly through the 
sexist assumption that men are carers of society while women are carers of 
the heart and home. My reading of such views reinforces my concern for 
Slovic’s ‘thin rope’ as his chapter, like all the previous works I have 
analysed in Allister’s anthology, stopped short of offering a socio-political 
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analysis of masculine ecologisation. Further, Slovic’s suggested Nature-
based masculinity infers a post-gendered vision for solving our social and 
ecological crises; his comments highlighted the importance of transcending 
‘both ecofeminism and ecomasculinism and concentrate on taking care, 
regardless of gender, to make our presence in the world as benign as 
possible’ (Slovic 2004: 78). Indeed, the same could be said about the 
interface between ecological feminism and ecological masculinism 
conceptually as well. But these views leapfrog over what I consider to be a 
necessary gendered analysis that would ground such recommendations in 
new and ecologised masculine praxes as a balancing force that stands side-
by-side and in clear and vocal support of ecological feminism before we 
venture into the uncharted terrain of post-genderism. Slovic’s self-professed 
‘preliminary gesture’ to an ecologised masculinities discourse suggests the 
need for ‘examination of numerous texts in an effort to identify the special 
male virtues of these texts that make them exemplary in their transcendence 
of problematic traditional tendencies of male behaviour and male discourse 
vis-à-vis society and planet’ [my emphasis added] (Slovic 2004: 72-74). I 
have taken his recommendation to heart, providing through this dissertation 
what he suggested was needed but did not offer himself. Further, Slovic 
does not offer any insights into exactly how his vision of an ecologically 
responsible, post-gendered human/Nature utopia might include men. In 
other words, like other contributors to Allister’s anthology, Slovic does not 
formulate a theoretically sound and practically applicable ecological 
masculinism. What he offers is the preliminary indication of the need for 
such a theory and its accompanying praxes, and there his contributions end. 
Other contributors to Ecoman appear to similarly stop short of following 
Slovic’s important advice.  
 
Summarising the various contributions to a growing inquiry into the 
quintessential ‘ecoman’, Allister’s anthology called for a rehabilitation of 
the male image in reaching for greater environmental sensitivity. However, 
for the purposes of the current research, I note that his book offered little 
support in addressing this need beyond some creative and inspirational 
accounts of men immersed in Nature from ecocritical and instrumental 
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perspectives. Ecoman achieved its claim to be a ‘preliminary mention’ of 
the need to bring masculinities/Nature relationship into more acute focus. 
This book was a valuable first step by scholars as diverse as historians, 
philosophers, poets, ecocritics, hunting enthusiasts, and wilderness 
adventurers, suggesting that a deepening of the male/Nature relationship is 
indeed needed and can occur through active engagements with ‘wilderness’ 
across a broad front. However, these relational exchanges were 
unfortunately discursive and not deconstructive. They did not provide what I 
consider to be a necessary transdisciplinary analysis in order to initiate a 
new discourse on men, masculinities and Nature in the modern West. In 
short, Ecoman offered us little opportunity to develop a transformative 
approach to the ecologisation of modern Western men’s and masculine 
identities. 
 
Pro-environmentalism and ‘Eco-masculinities’ 
The final and most recently overt contribution to a discourse on 
ecomasculinities that I discovered was that of David Kreps (2010) titled: 
Introducing Eco-Masculinities: How a masculine discursive subject 
approach to the Individual Difference Theory of Gender and IT Impacts an 
environmental informatics project.  Kreps paper introduced the need for 
eco-masculinities as a vital philosophical and critical project that would 
enable us to truly understand the nexus between gendered norms and pro-
environmental behaviour. Similarly to the arguments I champion in this 
dissertation, Kreps built his views on ecofeminist foundations by noting that 
any ‘... essentialist and universalist suggestions that women are “closer to 
nature than men” ’ (Warren 2000: 193), and any works by masculinities 
theorists who suggested that ‘ ... there is some essentialist core to all men 
that needs to reconnect with nature’ (Bly 1990) clearly need to be avoided 
precisely because such notions are ideologically problematic and 
behaviourally restrictive for both women and men (Kreps 2010: 5). Kreps 
argued the need for ‘eco-masculinities’ that invite us to offer discursive 
power to ‘non-human Others’ in the Warrenian sense, by seeking to 
rebalance socio-technical mechanisms to emancipate women while also 
freeing men from the burdens of control in ways that take the pressure off 
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the Earth’s resources through a ‘ ... whole new ethos of pro-environmental 
behaviour’ that transitions from human agency to planetary ecology in the 
Gaian sense (Kreps 2010: 5).  He also suggested that there is not more ripe 
terrain to explore eco-masculinities than in the home where information 
technologies are tightly coupled with energy consumption and individual 
habituated behaviours towards social connectivity (Kreps 2010: 2). Kreps 
(2010: 6) called for a new: 
 
 ... model for pro-environmental behaviour that incorporates a rebalancing of the 
power relations between men and women, a new understanding of women’s and 
men’s individual differences and discursive subjectivities that frees them from 
reproducing oppressor-victim dualities, and in so doing as at the same time disturbs 
the relation between human and non-human, bringing an appreciation of the need to 
change our relations with the natural world from one of domination to one of co-
existence and care. 
 
The parallel’s between Kreps’ argument above and some of my own are 
palpable. 
 
However, like those contributors to ecomasculinities cited above, Kreps 
similarly stopped short of explicating this new model’s core tenets. Noting 
the tangible applications of such thinking through the applications of 
Individual Difference Theory in information and communication 
technologies, Kreps argued that eco-masculinities harbour the potential to 
break down the traditional binary of ‘feminine’ versus ‘masculine’ identities 
in ways that permit us to appreciate gendered differences and assume pro-
environmental behaviours through the constructs of: 
 
1. Individual identity (including personal demographics and career 
items) 
2. Individual influences (including personal characteristics and 
personal influences) 
3. Environmental influences (including cultural influences, economic 
influences, policy influences and infrastructure influences) (Kreps 
2010: 3) 
 
But Kreps argument stops there.  He does not elaborate on how we construct 
eco-masculinities nor does he define the role that they might play in social 
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and ecological functioning either as theory or praxis. This task appears to 
have been unattended until the writing of this dissertation. The pathway 
towards an ecologised masculinities theory and praxes that I suggest 
emphasises the importance of reawakening care and caring in modern 
Western men and masculine identities. I will pursue the details of this 
concept in the chapter ahead. 
 
Caring Men as Ecomen 
Perhaps there is a male who has his lifeline securely tied to a new 
historical course, will escape the destructive values of the industrial ethos, 
and discover the new values that will give history a vital, caring, and 
grateful relationship with nature. Stranger myths have been told. 
(Donaldson 1990a: 96) 
 
Eco-masculinities ... [offer] an understanding of the potential connections 
between masculinities and pro-environmental behaviour, and aligns such a 
term, from the outset, with a post-gender philosophical approach.  
(Kreps 2010: 2)   
 
In summary, the key literary contributions examined above have been 
foundational for an emergent ecologised masculinities theory. The analyses 
provided above demonstrate that while some preliminary comments about 
men, masculinities and Nature have been published in various forms, there 
has been no substantial scholarly inquiry into the rise of a caring ecoman. 
As I have attested, Bliss (1987) was the founding advocate for 
ecomasculinities. Others have alluded to this same need by encouraging 
men to listen to and tell stories about boys and men, promote the 
acknowledgment of the gains that come from men’s outer work, talk about 
and form affinity groups around men’s health and wellbeing, encourage 
father’s active engagement in the education of their sons, engage in 
traditionally feminised activities with pride, offer wisdom through 
mentorship, disseminate positive messages about men, build warm, loving 
and safe relationships between fathers and sons, commune with Nature by 
 307 
reawakening the wild or Green Man archetypes, seek guidance from 
ecofeminists, and pursue post-gendered and pro-environmental behaviours 
within the framework of humanity’s behavioural and technological 
complexities (Kipnis 1991a, Hoff 1992a and 1992b, Lembo 1994, Twine et 
al. 1995, Twine 2001, Slovic in Allister ed. 2004, Kreps 2010). James 
Donaldson’s thesis provided an insightful view of the lives of male 
environmentalists who had to some degree distanced themselves from 
malestream norms geographically but not behaviourally. Basil Schur’s paper 
argued the case for a ‘process-oriented’ approach to men and Nature that 
redefined scientific inquiries about men’s care for family and the land, 
which also encouraged us to redirect technology policy towards more 
holistic sciences. Richard Twine’s scholarship on men and Nature was 
ecofeminist in principle and practice and made recommendations about an 
ecomasculine future from within an ecofeminist world-view, while Mark 
Allister’s anthology focused on ecocriticism. And David Kreps’ exploration 
of a post-gendered ecological accountability was intricately tied to the need 
for emergent and non-essentialised ‘eco-masculinities’. Each contribution 
explored the ecological significance of masculine gender identity from a 
variety of perspectives; they have collectively laid the foundations for an 
ecologised masculinities theory in their respective ways. However, 
foundational mention of an ecologised masculinities theory and a suite of 
accompanying praxes have not given rise to ecological masculinism—at 
least not yet. This dissertation is designed to present my response to this 
shortcoming in the existing literature.  
 
These foundational references raise the need for an intentional discourse on 
men, masculinities and Nature. However, a socio-political analysis of 
gender, combined with ecological concerns, has not yet been adapted to the 
modern Western masculine context. Further, and as I have demonstrated 
previously, an ecologised masculinities theory is urgently needed if we are 
to forge a deep green future for all life on Earth. Indeed, a conceptual 
framework for addressing the complexities of this this goal has remained 
un-articulated until now.  
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So, how might we begin to formulate an ecologised maleness that provides 
sufficient conceptual rigor and practical application to ground the modern 
Western masculine experience in social and environmental justice?  In other 
words, how do we articulate a new discourse around the conceptualisation 
of ecological masculinism? Responding to this question, I now step forth 
from the various recommendations examined thus far, across a broad array 
of discourses, to offer what I intend will become a theoretically sound and 
practically applicable ecologised masculinities theory, which facilitates a 
plurality of ecomasculine praxes. Building on the insights and the omissions 
of these foundational works, the concepts and pathways to praxes that 
follow construct a framework for ecological masculinism and a plurality of 
ecomasculinities.  
 
 
                                                
 
1 As I have mentioned persistently throughout this dissertation, malestream norms train men 
to seek domination, advantage, wealth, power and control over the means of production, 
women and non-human Nature through competition, aggression, solitary effort and sheer 
brute force. As a result, and as I have repeatedly mentioned, malestream norms are sexist 
and androcentric: they give priority to select renditions of maleness to advantage the 
‘chosen few’ and lock those individuals into positions of privilege by instilling ethics that 
emphasise daring hubris and hegemonic approaches to life. Further, they simultaneously 
suppress men’s capacity to care. This suppression of men’s caring Natures can result in the 
systematic marginalisation of some men along with all women, and non-human Nature, 
when they assume traditionally caring roles.  
 
2 Carolyn Merchant (2003: 129) analysed the conquest of untamed lands and first nations 
peoples by America’s pioneering Europeans through pictorial representations of the 
westward expansion, noting that the landscape was persistently portrayed as: 
 
... dark, virgin, undeveloped nature (natura naturans) to final platonic, civilized, 
ideal form (natura naturata) ... the transformation from the undeveloped disorder of 
the wilderness to the ordered, idealized landscape ... an enlightened world made safe 
for educated Euroamerican men and women. 
 
3 This sentiment has held true for yet another generation of men whose sorry plight was 
satirised in the virally famous 2010 Super Bowl commercial titled Man’s Last Stand, which 
advertised the new Dodge Charger. I contest the salve of capitalist materialism, recognising 
that a fast heavy car is a metaphoric and literal ‘smoke screen’ that conceals men’s 
disconnection from self and Others. Men continue to be uneasy with themselves, seeking 
material comforts in a post-industrial era that distract them from the consequences of their 
sexism and accentuate their contributions to the demise of the Earth’s fragile ecosystems as 
commonly as pushing one’s foot on the accelerator pedal of a supercharged car. Such 
advertisements poke fun at the man who remembers to put his underwear in the laundry 
basket as an impish wimp who panders to his woman as he seeks to find his true and 
precious materially robust self. It is important to note that despite the alarming and now 
indisputable data on climate change, contemporary men are still being sold a gas-guzzling 
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vehicle in order to satiate the depth of the desire they have for exhilarating meaning to their 
otherwise mundane material lives that are, apparently, controlled by women. With such 
messages remaining rife, there is still a need to transform the systems that dominate the 
modern Western man by offering him viable alternatives to malestream norms. 
 
4 Henry Corbin (1972) coined the term ‘imaginal’ world or mundus imaginalis, which 
refers to the (Jungian) collective unconscious, or the intermediary between the physical and 
the spiritual realms accessed through inner Gnosis and sacred symbology. 
 
5 By comparison, the nexus between women and Nature has been similarly operating for 
millennia. The union of the personal with the political is integral to the analysis offered by 
ecofeminists. As I have attested previously, the woman/Nature nexus has gained formal 
recognition as a product of the women’s liberation movement since the early 1970’s, 
especially as a consequence of ecological feminism. For example Susan Griffin’s (1981) 
book Pornography and Silence: Culture’s Revenge Against Nature offered a concurrent 
analysis of the mutually reinforcing sexual oppression of women and the destruction of 
Nature. There, Griffin noted that Western malestreams harbour a popular notion that: 
 
… woman ought to be mastered by man. That she desires submission. That she 
needs to serve him. That if her body had a knowledge which could speak to this 
sensibility, it is a hidden, dark, unfathomable mystery which can never come to light 
(Griffin 1981: 12). 
 
The parallels between this view and those of ‘wild’ Nature need little further comment as 
they are woven into the very fabric of Western social constructs. After all, ‘[a] women’s 
body evokes the self-knowledge a man tries to forget’ in the same way that communing 
with Nature implores him to come out from behind the walls of his mind (Griffin 1981: 19). 
The tension placed upon masculine identity by both is almost identical. Women have long 
been viewed as Nature’s Eros, a perspective used to justify his seeking refuge in his bastion 
of rationality, permitting him to disembody the self as a preventative to temptations of the 
flesh that might result from a death of the mind (Griffin 1981: 13-14, Hallen 1994: 18). The 
habit of collapsing Nature’s ‘wildness’ and female’s ‘womanness’ spurs men to ‘tame’, 
‘subdue’, ‘cultivate’, and ‘civilize’ both (Daly 1978: 343-344).  
 
6 In the introduction to A Masculine/Feminine: Readings in Sexual Mythology and the 
Liberation of Women, Roszak and Roszak (1969: vii-xii) highlighted the need for men and 
women to reach post-gendered equality: 
 
He is playing masculine. She is playing feminine. He is playing masculine because 
she is playing feminine. She is playing feminine because he is playing masculine. 
He is playing the kind of man that she thinks the kind of woman she is playing ought 
to admire. She is playing the kind of woman that he thinks the kind of man he is 
playing ought to desire. If he were not playing masculine, he might well be more 
feminine than she is—except when she is playing very feminine. If she were not 
playing feminine, she might well be more masculine than he is—except when he is 
playing very masculine. 
 
The boundaries between the masculine and the feminine may not be as impermeable as we 
are led to first believe. As global citizens, we must embrace this realisation for the sake of 
present and future generations of all life. I have argued previously that for some time we 
have been aware of the social and environmental impacts of the fractured masculine. Early 
contributions to the contemporary gender discourse illuminate the paradox of gender 
identity. Men and women are primarily equal human beings, ‘playing the game’ of gender 
identity that we have been taught. The ecologised masculinities theory proposed here aligns 
with the perspective that we are subject to intensive and prescribed gender roles that are the 
product of socialisation more so than biology. I agree with many queer theorists that our 
gender identities are social fabrications. The world does still ‘belong’ to men, despite many 
successes in the struggle for gender equity.  
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Apparently, women care while men work, or so we have long been led to believe. As I 
explored in Chapter 4, the stereotypical gendered presumption that women live lives of 
caring while men live lives of daring has been a fixture of the modern West for millennia. 
But this is changing. Such a gender bifurcation is becoming more broadly recognised as a 
product of malestream social conditioning; more women are securing positions in the work 
force at the highest levels of leadership, and more men are seeking respite from work in the 
comfort of home and family. And indeed change it must if we are to move in the direction 
of a deep green future through the advantages of paternity leave. Despite this trend and 
acknowledging that many women benefit from men’s socio-economic domination of the 
marketplace through association as intimate partners or corporate/governmental colleagues, 
the Western malestream still benefits men ahead of all Others. The same can said about the 
exploitation of Nature, which continues to be largely managed by men and 
hypermasculinised systems of resource extraction. 
 
7 These characteristics of ‘Traditional Masculinity Ideology’ in contrast to ‘The New 
Masculinities’ are a simplification of Levant’s (2001) article, ‘Men and Masculinity’, in the 
Encyclopedia of Women and Gender: Sex, Similarities, and Differences and the Impact of 
Society on Gender. 
 
8 One author, Robert Lawlor (1989: 3) can be credited with having offered an examination 
of the ‘shifting, balancing and rebalancing of [masculine and feminine] opposites through 
the natural cycles of time’ in his book, Earth Honouring: The New Male Sexuality, which 
focuses on the visceral nature of male sexuality. 
 
9 Recall that the mythopoets positioned the movement as a vehicle for personal growth and 
reflection. In contrast, their feminists and profeminists counterparts illuminated important 
politicised and social conceptualisations and actions (Bliss 1995: 300; also see: Allen 1995: 
308, Sweet 2000: 231).  
 
10 In an interview with Bert Hoff (1994: 17, 19), Jed Diamond suggested there were in fact 
three stages of evolutions to the mythopoetic men’s movement: the persona, the 
interpersonal and the planetary. Diamond suggested that each phase laid the foundations for 
the next, and consistent with Martin Buber’s ‘I-Thou’ distinction, argued that men must 
come to see the world as ‘Thou’, and if we fail to stop consuming the Earth, then we will 
die. 
 
11 For example, Chris Harding’s (1988) article Re-identifying with Our Animal Brothers 
aimed to celebrate the ‘animal nature’ of the masculine self through the honouring of 
sexual, physical and hierarchical social exchanges, which he felt reflected the positive as 
well as the negative aspects of the masculine self. Following in the Native American 
tradition of claiming an animal name with an adjective, Harding encouraged men to stride, 
laugh, and get crazy as they assumed their totem persona, which he argued helped them 
ground and centre as they dropped the protective pragmatism of the reified masculine mind. 
He argued that: 
 
[r]ediscovering our common bonds [with animals] points up the arrogance and 
ultimate self-destructiveness of mankind’s rape of the earth and abuse of living 
creatures. This new-found intimacy lends conviction to efforts in earth-saving 
activities like the anti-nuclear, conservation and animal rights movements. This 
sensitivity, far from making a man effeminate enhances his virility and makes him 
feel more at home in the world. Paradoxically, we men who have thought of 
ourselves as lords of creation must look to our animal brothers for the ultimate 
lessons in reclaiming our deep male power (Harding 1988: 5). 
 
These recommendations did not become the hallmark of the mythopoetic men’s movement. 
Such claims set a tone for Nature worship that was presumptive and power-laden and, by 
Harding’s own admission, seldom involved actual observations of or interactions with 
animals in Nature. They focused instead on evoking men’s supposed animal natures that 
were, frequently, hypermasculinised (Harding 1988: 5). This was not, to my reading, 
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Bliss’s intended meaning of the term ecomasculinity. Similarly, John Stokes (1990: 1) 
suggested that when men re-entered Nature they encountered the Earth in ways that our 
species has done so for millennia; we ‘hook up our ancestors and all who have gone before 
us’ as we embrace the balance of life and death and discern the energies that hold the Earth 
together. Stokes encouraged men to ‘be humble and listen. Walk. Feel. When your heart 
opens, you hear things your ears cannot’ (Stokes 1990: 6). Stokes evoked a loving and 
caressing relationship between men and the Earth that awakened their vocation to care for 
the Earth, and in doing so, enabled them to feel good about themselves (Stokes 1990: 6). 
Like Bliss, Stokes adamantly encouraged men to: 
 
... wake up to the needs of the Earth by reminding us that ‘[t]he true vocation of men 
was to guard the Earth, love it, care for it. We are only caretakers stopping over here 
for a while. We are supposed to pass it on in an even more beautiful state than we 
received it in. ... [since] When a man walks in nature, his humanity is turned on and 
he becomes complete (Stokes 1990: 6) [my emphasis added] 
 
Stokes, like Bliss, was a vocal proponent of men’s work being centred on rebuilding a 
network of caring across the Earth through groups of men banded together with other men 
(Stokes 1990: 7). But even here, we find parallels between a protective approach towards 
meek women, and a stewardship approach towards fragile Nature. Analyses of foundational 
rhetoric such as these, which have helped shape the collective explorations of the men, 
masculinities and Nature nexus under the auspices of the mythopoetic men’s movement, 
help us better understand why feminists and profeminists have so vehemently protested the 
early mythopoets. These examples of Earth care failed to reach the depths of Blissian 
ontological and practical application that we have needed for a deep green future to emerge, 
and overtly and covertly reinforced the core tenets of modern Western malestream norms. 
 
12 Commenting similarly to Schur, Richard Bradley (2006: 61) argued that men have a 
tendency to commoditise Nature, while women tend to assume a more custodial attitude in 
the context of environmental concerns. He noted that men are three times less likely to 
engage in childcare than women, perform many fewer homemaking and cooking tasks than 
do women, and typically defer to women when it comes to domestic purchases. Bradley 
(2006: 61) summarised the following data from a Penn State study and the US Bureau of 
Labour Statistics (2004): 
 
• Cleaning and laundry: men—19%, versus women—54%  
• Food preparation and clean-up: men—35%, versus women—66% 
• Buying or influencing domestic purchases: women—85%) 
 
He suggested that the ‘traditional female duty’ of childcare made ‘women more attuned to 
environment-related health issues than men are’ precisely because ‘when you feed your 
child, you worry about allergies and food poisoning’ and when you ‘play with your child 
outdoors, you worry about asthma and pollution’ (Bradley 2006: 62). Alastair Greig, Frank 
Lewins and Kevin White (2003: 203) commented on the gender stereotypes that continue to 
dominate contemporary Australian society, which calcified in the 1950s, during that 
nation’s era of material solvency for the working classes, which saw an increase in 
employment opportunities for men returning from war that was met with women’s return to 
the role of ‘citizen-mother’ whose primary tasks were domestically focused. While women 
are making gains in the public sector, there is a recurring expectation in Australia that they 
will defer to part-time work in the wake of assuming primary responsibility for childcare in 
Australian society. 
 
Bradley highlighted the connection between environmental health and reproductive health, 
suggesting that women’s cognisance of this link was far more attuned than that of men, but 
was readily brandished as ‘unscientific’ and ‘emotional’, citing the heteronormative 
socialisation of men to protect and provide for their families as a sound gendered stereotype 
to enlist their support in environmentalism (Bradley 2006: 62-63). Through the essentialist 
commentary offered, Bradley reached for a post-gendered reality where men and women’s 
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relationships with Nature might blur and reflect universal expressions of care and caring for 
the Earth, as human beings rather than as men considered separate and distinct from 
women. 
 
13 Those recommendations centred on the importance of men’s engagement with childbirth 
and pre- and post-natal care for young children, the uptake of domestic housework, active 
and effective parenting, involvement in children’s education, the emergence of ‘rites of 
passage’ to initiate boys into manhood in-connection with the Earth, trans-generational 
mixing, increased access to and use of ‘consciousness raising’ groups by men, focused 
support for men’s addictions, activities that contradict isolation, and the inclusion of 
women in decision making processes that could bring about increased care for society and 
environment (Schur 1992: 1.10). 
 
14 Ecological feminism has offered an important insight about these alternative masculine 
ontologies. According to Val Plumwood, the child caring and land caring man who avoided 
the socio-political analyses of masculine privilege, power and control needed to liberate 
men from the allure of the malestream, but missed the ecological feminist call to subvert 
logics of domination in order to do so (Plumwood 2002). Ecological feminists have 
repeatedly called for this deeper and liberation-oriented analysis, suggesting that an 
‘empathetic sense of connectedness to others; of being in relation with them, actually or 
potentially’ would demand the deeper work of shifting the foundations of Western 
ontologies, particularly in reference to the ways that men construct themselves as 
individuals who care and are caring (Puka 1993: 216). We need a mechanism for breaking 
the malestream habit if this transference of masculine care and caring from childcare to 
landcare is to have the effect that Schur suggested might be possible.  
 
15 In a study that developed a socio-psychological model for environmentalism according to 
gender, Stern et al. (1993) found that women possessed a strong conviction that 
environmental concerns had immediate effects on the self, others, and the biosphere, where 
men did not. However, they also acknowledged that there was not a significant gender 
difference in ways both genders valued Nature. 
 
16 This perspective is shared by many mythopoets, whose concerns for men were vocalised 
as protective rebukes to the critiques of feminists, profeminists and ecofeminists (Harding 
ed. 1992).  
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CHAPTER 6 
 
Good Men, Ecomen:  
Masculine Ecologisation 
 
 
The power of men’s caring can join with that of all humans and replace our 
oppressive society with a human one.  
Erik Bexton 1977: 38 
 
... notions of the individual subject belong to a positivist rationalism whose 
fundamental tenets have been debunked ... and have no place in the 
consideration of eco-masculinities 
David Kreps 2010: 5 
  
Father Earth (Rán 2008) 
314 
Towards Ecologised Maleness 
It may be true that cultures preceding the rise of state societies … had 
no ideologies of dominating nature. It may also be true that many 
women today, for not only biological but also historical and social 
reasons, retain characteristics of sympathy and care that many men, for 
social reasons, have lost (although men, as humans, are also biologically 
equipped for caring). However, reifying these differences into a “male” 
and “female nature” tends to exclude the possibility that men may 
become caring, and it imposes a moral agenda on women to somehow 
“save” society from the damage that some men have historically 
wrought.  
(Biehl 1988: 63)  
 
In Chapter 2, I surveyed the masculinities discourse by noting that to date, 
Men’s Studies has not been ecologised. In Chapter 3, I examined the three 
main subfields of environmental thought, noting the absence of a specific 
and deconstructive analysis of men, masculinities and Nature, with the 
exception of commonly pointing out the principal role of modern Western 
men and masculinities in the rise of our contemporary social and 
environmental concerns. In Chapter 4, I argued that taking our lead from 
feminist care theory, we must find ways to reawaken men’s innate care and 
caring. I also suggested that by doing so we will create more equitable 
environmental exchanges between humanity and non-human Nature. In 
Chapter 5, I explored the existing literature on men, masculinities and 
Nature, crediting those who have come before me for their introductory 
contributions to an ecologised masculinities theory. I identified these early 
conversations about the possibility of ecomasculinities, but also noted that 
no substantive ecologically aligned masculinities theories or praxes had 
been offered by any of these previous authors.  
 
Having exposed the conceptual and practical gaps that an effective 
ecologised masculinities theory might fill, I now proceed to explicate what 
that new discourse might look like. My intention in formulating the 
following ecologised masculinities theory is not to negate the positive 
aspects of the daring traditions that accompany modern Western men and 
masculine identities as they currently exist. Indeed, as I have argued 
previously, daring is not all bad. Instead, I reach for an ecologised 
masculinities theory that honours the positive aspects of daring 
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masculinities while nurturing the emergence of greater care and caring. 
Ecological masculinism contradicts the maelstrom of modern Western 
malestream norms by supporting the rise of a plurality of authentic and 
congruent men that I refer to as ‘ecomen’. As I step towards this goal, I note 
that the concepts and praxes offered in Chapter 6 are evolving; they are not 
intended to be definitive, prescriptive, or complete, nor are they intended to 
subvert the many excellent scholarly contributions to the gender, 
sustainability and ecophilosophical discourses that have preceded this work. 
Rather, I introduce my thinking about an ecologised masculinities theory as 
my contribution to the need for men, masculinities and Nature to be brought 
into greater alignment. For this reason, the theoretical framework and 
accompanying model that I introduce here is intentionally pluralised. I offer 
this plural approach as a new conversation that I refer to as ecological 
masculinism. I also invite critiques and contributions from others. In doing 
so, my hope is that a new conversation about the ecologisation of modern 
Western men and masculine identities will unfold, and join the three main 
subfields of environmental thought to become a fourth (and to-date missing) 
component of the human/Nature discourse. 
 
Central to the following argument is the importance of reawakening care 
and caring in modern Western men and masculinities. In the vernacular, this 
might be described as supporting men to ‘give a damn’ about Nature, their 
communities, each other and themselves, both conceptually (as in making it 
more personally and publicly permissible for men to feel care towards 
Others and self), as well as practically (as in making it more personally and 
publicly permissible for men to act in caring ways towards Others and self). 
While I acknowledge that this phrase can read as punchy, and even—
paradoxically—malestreamed, I find it useful to build the praxes of 
ecological masculinism around such a phrase as a means of initiating the 
process of ecologising malestreamed men more easily (those individuals 
that are in most need of ecologisation in my view) where the anger that can 
accompany daring is not demonised but rather coached in the direction of 
non-violent and life-sustaining masculinities. Recall Starhawk’s (1979: 94) 
reference to the subverted potency of the Horned God who ‘… represents 
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powerful positive male qualities that derive from deeper sources than the 
stereotypes and the violence and emotional crippling of men in our society’ 
(also see: Ch. 5, pp. 273-274). The ecoman I call forth here is a sexual being 
as well; embracing his fertility and generative power, but subverts the rape 
impulse with a flirty, playful, attractive and cocksure demeanour that ties 
into the ‘good’ virtues of modern Western masculinities that enable him to 
function with sexual liberation across the full spectrum from polygamy to 
monogamy. Given my intention for ecological masculinism to become more 
accessible to popular culture in the longer term, the broader appeal of ‘a 
damn’ used in the vernacular is posited as an experiment that I conduct by 
formulating the model that follows, in hopes of making ecological 
masculinism as accessible as possible across the broadest terrain of the 
masculinities discourse (see Ch. 
 
Notably, and as an aside, the phrase ‘give a damn’ was woven into common 
parlance in Gone With the Wind (1939) through Rhett Butler’s (Clarke 
Gable) famous line to Scarlet O’Hara (Vivien Leigh), where Rhett indicated 
that he no longer cared what came of Scarlett as the Confederacy fell apart 
in the latter stages of the American Civil War. This particular phrase was 
notable for its inclusion of profanity as well as an overt indication of a lack 
of care from an iconic, daring and well-to-do man towards someone he had 
previously loved and intended to marry. The phrase was, interestingly, 
voted the ‘number one movie line of all time’ by the American Film 
Institute (2005) (also see: Hanna 2011]) indicating the degree to which 
men’s expressed lack of care and caring remains socially sanctioned into the 
new Millennium; popular culture still acknowledging a hypermasculinist, 
entitled, affluent, drunken, violent rogue, personified as Rhett Butler, as one 
of the most celebrated of modern Western masculinities. It is also worthy of 
noting that the phrase ‘a damn’ could be reconstituted to form the term 
‘Adam-n’ in reference to a ‘new kind of Adam’ to the one tempted and 
fallen to the depths of bestiality by woman and Nature in Genesis (C. 
Roach, personal communications, June 8, 2012).  
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With these observations in mind, ‘a damn’ is used as a take-back term in the 
same way that the Pink Triangle and the Star of David became ‘take back’ 
symbols for gay and Jewish liberationists since the oppressive hey-day of 
the Third Reich. I have constructed a model for my ecologised masculinities 
theory in three parts in order to comprehensively posit an alternative to 
malestream norms; running from theoretical foundations to conceptual 
formulations centred on ADAMN and culminating in the rise of ‘ecomen’ 
who embody ecomasculine actions. This three-part model aims to 
theoretically, conceptually and practically subvert the oppressive aspects of 
daring modern Western malestreams with relational expressions of the 
masculine self. I construct this theoretical framework as a new conversation 
about men, masculinities and Nature for the purpose of providing a 
counterpoint to the isolation, emotional repression, competitiveness and 
aggression are symptoms of men’s oppression and characterise malestream 
norms. I also use examples to illustrate my thinking. In these ways, I 
consider the work that follows to be a vital contribution to the rise of a deep 
green future for all of life on Earth.  
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Locating Ecological Masculinism 
Forests can teach us only if we are prepared to learn by being open to 
them. 
(Drengson 1993: 148) 
 
The needs for safety, belongingness, love relations and for respect can 
be satisfied only ... from outside the person. This means considerable 
dependence on the environment. A person in this dependent position 
cannot really be said to be governing himself, or in control of his own 
fate. ... He must be, to an extent, “other-directed,” and must be sensitive 
to other people’s approval, affection and good will. This is the same as 
saying that he must adapt and adjust by being flexible and responsive 
and by changing himself to fit the external situation. He is the 
dependent variable; the environment is the fixed, independent variable. 
... In contrast, the self-actualizing individual, by definition gratified in 
his basic needs, is far less dependent, far less beholden, far more 
autonomous and self-directed. ... Such people become far more self-
sufficient and self-contained. The determinants which govern them are 
now primarily inner ones, rather than social or environmental. ... This 
relative independence of the outside world and its wishes and pressures, 
does not mean of course, lack of intercourse with it or respect for its 
“demand-character.” It means only that in these contacts, the self-
actualizer’s wishes and plans are the primary determiners, rather than 
stresses from the environment. 
(Maslow 2000: 293-294) 
 
Before introducing my ecologised masculinities theory and its 
accompanying praxes, I would like to locate ecological masculinism in the 
context of humanistic psychology, which elucidates the significance of the 
study for men’s health and wellbeing. Abraham Maslow and Harvey Jackins 
(along with others that might broadly be considered humanistic 
psychologists) have been influential in shaping our understanding of the 
human psyche in relation to our environmental conditioning. I turn to the 
influences of both in helping me to formulate the theoretical foundations of 
ecological masculinism next. 
 
Abraham Maslow and Full Humanness 
In examining the ‘higher’ qualities of the human psyche, Abraham Maslow 
argued that human needs are arranged in a hierarchy of relative prepotency. 
He suggested that humans seek to satisfy needs accordingly: 
 
• Physiological: food, water, sex, sleep, homeostasis, excretion 
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• Safety: body, employment, resources, morality, family, health, 
property 
• Love: friendship, family, sexual intimacy 
• Esteem: self-esteem, confidence, achievement, respect of and by 
others 
• Self-actualization: morality, creativity, spontaneity, problem 
solving, freedom from prejudice, acceptance of facts (Maslow 1943: 
370-383) 
 
Maslow considered that needs were necessarily arranged on a scale of 
increasing complexity, which support people to grow towards and remain 
their most healthy selves, culminating in a self-actualized state of ‘full 
humanness’ that is only achievable when all other basic needs are met. 
Maslow defined this full humanness as ‘the ability to abstract, to have 
grammatical language, to be able to love, to have values of a particular kind, 
to transcend the self, etc., etc.’(1971a: 29). As a so-called ‘third force’1 in 
psychology, the humanistic psychological tradition, to which Maslow’s 
work was foundational, provided a process of achieving the needs, goals, 
achievements and successes of living a fully human life more so than 
reaching that state as a definitive destination; i.e. ‘working to do well the 
things that one does’ (Maslow 1971a: 48). From this place of reaching one’s 
fullest human potential, Maslow argued that a person ‘resacralizes’ the 
values and virtues that they hold dearest and that represent the sacred, 
eternal and symbolic (Maslow 1971a: 50). He suggested that when people 
are able to commit to a cause that is bigger than the self, they are effectively 
reaching outside their own skins to become: 
 
... devoted, working at something, something which is very precious to them—some 
calling or vocation in the old sense, the priestly sense. They are working at 
something which fate has called them to somehow and which they work at and 
which they love, so that the work-joy dichotomy in them disappears. One devotes 
his life to law, another to justice, another to beauty or truth ... experiencing fully, 
vividly, selflessly, with full concentration and total absorption (Maslow 1971a: 43, 
45).  
 
This expansive thinking contrasted dramatically with constricted notions of 
current malestream norms. Maslow’s therapeutic approaches sought to 
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support clients to manifest the highest possibilities of human nature 
exemplified by saints, sages, and great leaders, whose morals, ethics and 
behaviours reflect the best examples of humanity. He referred to the self-
actualizer as the ‘Good Person’ who took a wide variety of different forms 
(Maslow 1971a: 7). For Vance Peavy, Maslow’s self-actualizers were ‘wise 
people’ who dwelled in the space of healthy detachment from their 
surrounding relationships, present but unaffected by the ebbs and flows of 
Others’ metronomes; openly subjective, acceptingly liberated from 
consumer culture, dwelling primarily in the space of: 
 
… wholeness, perfection, completion, justice, aliveness, richness, simplicity, beauty, 
goodness, uniqueness, effortlessness, playfulness, truth, honest, reality, and self-
sufficiency (Peavy 2004: 27). 
 
Maslow’s image of self-actualizers was prompted by an earnest belief that: 
 
[w]e must have better human beings or else it is quite possible that we may all be 
wiped out, and even if not wiped out, certainly live in tension and anxiety as a 
species. ... This Good Person can equally be called the self-evolving person, the self-
actualizing person, etc. In any case it is quite clear that no social reforms, no 
beautiful constitutions or beautiful programs or laws will be of any consequence 
unless people are healthy enough, evolved enough, strong enough, good enough to 
understand them and to want to put them into practice in the right way (Maslow 
1971a: 19).  
 
The focus on humanity’s goodness (as opposed to our distresses or 
dysfunctions) would, in Maslow’s view, result in a ‘Good Society’ that 
could ‘foster the fullest development of human potentials, of the fullest 
degree of humanness’ (Maslow 1971a: 8, 19).  
 
The link between this thinking and the inherent goodness and care that is 
present in modern Western men and masculinities is subtle but direct. As I 
attested in Chapter 1, humanistic psychology can be considered a 
foundational influence in the facilitating expansive and service-oriented 
masculinities that prioritises the common good of all Others along with the 
self. This stands in sharp contrast to the egoistic morays of malestream 
norms that would have men wrestle for power and control at the expense of 
Others and even the self. Notably, Maslow’s views on human goodness 
were systemic; his analyses of the state of the world were levelled at the 
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social/institutional arrangements that influence the inherent nature of human 
beings.  
 
Following Maslow’s footsteps, this dissertation has identified men’s 
oppression a core mechanism that shapes and constrains men’s ways of 
being, thinking and doing masculinity. I note that the goodness Maslow 
advocated, can and does manifest authentically in the masculine self, and 
when it does, effectively liberates men from men’s oppression; enabling 
them to care more and be more caring towards all Others. Thus, in the 
Maslovian sense, ‘self-actualized’ men are more capable of forging a deep 
green future. Effectively the ecomasculinist is necessarily on a path to 
achieving Maslow’s self-actualization. 
 
Maslow’s work was used to shape the grassroots applications of a 
humanistic psychology in the context of human relationships. This was the 
mantle upon which Harvey Jackins built the International Re-Evaluation 
Counseling Communities (IRCC or RC for short), as a way of applying the 
wisdom of self-actualisation to the construction of healthier personal lives 
and thereby healthier communities and a healthier planet.2  
 
Harvey Jackins and Re-evaluation Counseling 
RC might be considered a tangible praxis that has grown from the 
theoretical foundations of Maslovian humanistic psychology to become an 
international grassroots movement designed to help people achieve full 
humanness for the benefit of all Others and the self. Since it’s founding in 
1952 under the name ‘Personal Counselors’, IRCC, also known as Re-
evaluation Counseling, has steadily but quietly grown into an international 
‘popular therapy’.3 The movement has long deliberated on how best to 
support a wide array of constituencies from the various oppressions that 
pervade human lives. The movement’s peer listening technique4 is its 
principal tool, being extended across all constituencies from women, to 
gays, lesbians, bisexuals and queers, people of colour, young people, and so 
forth. The technique is designed to enable one to access his or her innate 
intelligence and goodness to be, think and do things that support the 
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emergence of more rational societies, which respect and honour the lives of 
all (Jackins 1970; also see; Jackins 1975, Jackins 1997, Jackins 1999). 
Although not intended to be a substitute for intensive therapy, RC’s peer 
listening techniques, along with its support for community based leadership 
development have been successful in supporting individuals from a wide 
variety of constituencies in numerous locations around the world to live 
powerful lives actively engaged in the betterment of human societies and 
the Earth. These techniques claim to have considerable personal benefit in 
enabling an individual to recover from distressing hurts that occurred in 
their past that may have prevented them from reaching their full human 
potential.5 The RC model of peer listening is considered by its proponents to 
provide a powerful means for clearing distresses in order to function more 
‘rationally’.6 
 
Jackins broadly defined the purpose of RC as spreading the use of human 
relational closeness to cleanse our communities of ‘petty antagonisms and 
misunderstandings, which are today such a burden to the lives of everyone’ 
(Jackins 1994: 101-102). On the broader scale, RC has been described as: 
 
... a model of what a human being can be like in the area of his or her interaction 
with other human beings and his or her environment. The theory assumes that 
everyone is born with tremendous intellectual potential, natural zest and lovingness, 
but that these qualities become blocked and obscure as the result of accumulated 
distress experiences (fear, hurt, loss, pain, anger, embarrassment and so on) which 
begin early in our lives (Kauffman and New 2004: 1). 
  
Jackins and his colleagues developed techniques and generated literature to 
support the emergence of a rational (as in ‘distress-free’ as opposed to 
purely ‘logical’ and/or ‘pragmatic’) world, where the ‘process of damage 
and loss caused by distress experiences can be reversed and the lost 
intelligence and abilities can be recovered’ (Jackins 1994: 75).  
 
RC offers a compelling contribution to our understanding of men’s 
oppression and liberation, which it astutely locates in the context of 
liberation for all peoples and the Earth. Jackins (1981: 577) argued that all 
men are oppressed, but not because they are men. Rather, he suggested, they 
are oppressed by being raised to serve as agents of an oppressive society 
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that uses men to ensure certain kinds of male privileges are preserved at the 
expense marginalised men, women, children and Nature. I use the term 
‘men’s oppression’ in alignment with Jackins’ systemic definition and build 
on its elaboration by Australian RC men’s leader and founder of the Sydney 
Men’s Network, Paul Whyte. Recall that Whyte (1998) adapted the 
oppression theories of RC in making the systematic mistreatment of men as 
a specific constituency more visible. Like Jackins, Whyte suggested that 
men’s oppression is systemic. In other words, men are not oppressed as a 
group by women or children in the ways that they as a group can and do 
oppress Others.7 Whyte argued that the systematic impacts of men’s 
oppression must be uncovered and eliminated in order to achieve an 
oppression free society, just as the oppressions of women and children by 
men must to be uncovered and eliminated; the two go hand-in-hand. 
 
Shortly before his death, Jackins (and those who assisted him) produced an 
erudite booklet about men, men’s liberation and men’s oppression, The 
Human Male: A Draft Men’s Liberation Policy (1999).8 Through that 
document, Jackins’ explored the ‘excellent real nature’ of men, capturing 
RC’s best thinking on the institutional pressures placed upon men along 
with the social and ecological consequences that have resulted. Jackins and 
his colleagues also studied the ways we might best address the common 
problems that men face, particularly in the modern West. The booklet aimed 
to be a draft ‘policy’ about men became a work-progress, and as a 
consequence remains subject to revisions and updates as new information 
about men’s lived experiences and the impact of men’s oppression upon 
them come to light.9 
 
RC’s relevance to this dissertation centres specifically on how it addresses 
the constraints of men’s oppression and men’s liberation as a foundational 
task in the ecologisation of modern Western men and masculinities. 
Interestingly, the work on men’s liberation within RC has, to date, only 
lightly explored the link between the liberation of men with the liberation of 
Nature from malestream oppressions. The movement has prioritised the 
emergence of ‘rational’ approaches to human encounters with Nature. The 
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movement has not, however, centralised the important combination of 
men’s empowerment and the preservation of Nature as a vital component of 
men’s liberation per se, even though RC does acknowledge the need for our 
care towards Nature as an integral aspect of the ‘healed’, ‘fully human’ or 
‘liberated’ human being (who is intelligently kind, compassionate, 
cooperative and committed to justice) (Kauffman and New 2004: 8). In this 
regard, the environmental discourse within RC bears some resemblance to 
social ecology discussed in Chapter 3. It notes the importance of long-term 
environmental care, but adheres to the tradition of advocating for meeting 
human needs and supporting human liberation as vital first steps in 
achieving its semblance of a deep green future, or a truly ‘rational society’ 
in RC vernacular. I consider RC’s approach to men’s liberation to be a vital 
link in supporting and encouraging men to care and be caring towards 
society, Nature and the self. Consequently it plays an influential role in my 
formulation of Part 1 of the three-part programme for ecologised 
masculinities. Of particular interest, the RC approach provides some sound 
foundations for the personal aspects of an ecologised masculinities theory. 
The techniques taught through the RC model are, in my experience, 
particularly effective at addressing and resolving men’s chronic feeling 
badly feelings discussed previously. In either case, the resulting 
consequences for men tend to run the gamut from depression, melancholia, 
a general lack of self-care, to the exuberance of a hypermasculinist hubris, 
an exaggerated visibility and risk taking behaviour in order to prove one’s 
manhood as well as overt oppressive behaviours that negatively impact 
women, Nature, other men and the self.  
 
Given the role that men’s oppression plays in restricting men’s care and 
caring, I suggest that we ought to address the personal impacts of 
malestream norms on men’s personal lives, while also addressing current 
political implications. Thus it is important to formulate an ecologised 
masculinities theory that is both personal and political—one that facilitate 
men in particular to climb their hierarchy of needs, to discharge their 
distresses, to reach for a fully human life and help to construct truly rational 
societies.  
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The work of Maslow and Jackins teach us much about men’s lived 
experiences and the roles they can and must play in a deep green future. We 
learn that men can cultivate valuable qualities within themselves as they 
restore and reawaken their care and caring for society, Nature and 
themselves.  
 
Applied Humanism and Ecologised Men 
Given the influential role of humanism (both theoretically and practically) 
on my thinking, and the importance of not only conceptualising but also 
forging a framework for ecomasculine praxes, I would now like to 
specifically explicate the link between RC and ecological masculinism. For 
example, in The Human Male (1999: 4-5), Jackins and his colleagues noted 
that men’s innate goodness is obscured and distorted by the heavy 
conditioning society places upon them.10 They suggested that this ‘heavy 
conditioning’ is synonymous with traditional renditions of masculinity (or 
malestream norms), which are manifested through the mechanisms of men’s 
oppression. Like my Assumption 2 introduced in Chapter 1, RC advocates 
the premise that all men are born good, and that this innate goodness is 
‘undestroyed and recoverable’ despite the challenges of daily life that 
might, on face value, suggest the contrary as evidenced by people making 
choices that cause themselves and others harm.11 This assumption also 
supports the view that a man’s innate goodness remains within him 
throughout his entire life, even if it is obscured by hurtful experiences, 
which may occlude his admission of this fact. Clearly, many men have 
made decisions and acted in ways that have brought about the demise and 
destruction of societies, Nature and themselves throughout history. 
However, this central premise of innate goodness, which is a foundation of 
my work, is aligned with RC theory; in effect Part 1 of ecological 
masculinism as I will formulate it here is derived from this central tenet of 
RC theory. If we accept that this premise is true, then, all men, as a subset of 
all human beings, are born and remain good throughout their lives. In other 
words, human beings are born innately good, and while that goodness can 
be concealed behind the ‘distraction’ of hurtful situations, it is never 
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removed or destroyed. Following on from this logic, it can then be argued 
that as a person works towards their full humanness, their ability to 
prioritise the relational space between Others and themselves increases.  
 
RC’s core tenets provide practical recommendations that can support the 
ecologisation of men by encouraging them to have their feelings and in 
doing so restore and reawaken their care and caring for all Others and the 
self as contradictions to men’s chronic feeling badly feelings. 
 
Since the early 1950s, leaders in the RC movement have been developing 
and refining techniques of peer listening that enable both men and women to 
acknowledge and express their feelings and release those feelings to 
facilitate a ‘self-recovery’ process.12 This peer listening is a unique 
characteristic of the movement’s approach and is RC’s primary practical 
tool designed to help the individual free their intelligence to ‘challenge and 
halt the baleful, continuing effects of social oppression by direct social 
action as well as individual re-emergence’ (Jackins 1973: 108). This 
technique teaches people to acknowledge thoughts and feelings attached to 
past, present or future concerns in the company of fellow RCers whose 
attentive listening enables feelings to be witnessed and released and frees 
the mind to think more clearly. This can be a revolutionary technique for 
men, as recognising and expressing feelings (except for anger) have not 
traditionally been included in men’s malestream socialisation. Jackins 
(1999: 4-5) noted that:  
 
Men’s inherent attitude, as men, is to oppose and prevent any enforced inequalities 
with regard to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness, and to support all efforts 
towards liberation from oppression. As human males, they inherently strive to 
achieve and provide universal access to information and to the basic resources 
needed by all living things. 
 
According the Re-evaluation Counseling model, the liberated man is 
charged with the task of using RC’s peer listening technique to restore and 
reawaken his own innate goodness that was intact within in him when he 
was born and remains present within him throughout his life. The technique 
works by people sharing thoughts and feelings with another or group of 
others who actively listen to the person sharing in an uninterrupted way. 
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Open-ended questions may be asked but the primary goal of this peer 
listening technique is to allow the person sharing to be heard and to provide 
available and free attention while their thoughts and feelings surface that 
has some similarity to Carl Roger’s client-centred therapy (Rogers 1951, 
1959). 
 
These thoughts and feelings may be reflective of current situations or they 
may be linked to distressing situations from the person’s past. As the person 
is listened to, they may begin to express or ‘discharge’ some of the 
emotional distress attached the present or past situation by crying, laughing, 
getting angry, excited needing to move about physically, sweating, 
coughing, yawning, and so forth. These physical expressions of feelings are 
encouraged to release the feelings, releasing free and available attention in 
the person as they proceed. After an agreed-upon time, the person being 
listened to closes their ‘session’ and gives their attention to the person(s) 
who were listening to them with equal attention and interest.  
 
RC’s peer listening approach is one way that men can restore and reawaken 
their care and caring. Through this technique men are able to begin to notice 
their inherent goodness, look beyond the social expectation that they are bad 
or oppressive towards Others and themselves, reach past the restrictions of 
homophobia in order to connect authentically with other men and 
themselves. This is diametrically opposed to ways men are socialised by 
Western malestream norms. Consistent with this thinking, the following 
manifestations of fuller humanness are possible: the man who is listened to 
in the presence of attentive peers can become more relational; he may 
prioritise connectivity and is likely to be more engaged with the community 
of Others with whom he shares his life directly or indirectly; he may 
acknowledge the self in the context of his relationships with all Others; he 
may celebrate the majesty of the individual in harmony with the diversity of 
all life; he may be more willing and able to live a life of service to Others 
that improves rather than destroys the Earth. He may cultivate a fuller 
emotional vocabulary; he may actively pursue the unification of head and 
heart. Such a man who shares of himself with Others and listens attentively 
328 
in the ways that RC encourages, might become an ecoman as I have posited 
my model, since he will be better equipped to resist the addictive pull of the 
mechanisms of men’s oppression and more freely and flexibly offer himself 
to the service of Others. 
 
Drawing the threads together, recall the state of connectivity between Others 
and the self that Naess’s Self-Realization! advocated, which I discussed at 
length in Chapter 3. To be a man engaged in ecologisation, as I have defined 
it, is to step along a path described by these great believers in the goodness 
of life, the former seeking the preservation of the human spirit, the latter 
seeking to preserve the ecological integrity of life on Earth. Like Maslow, 
and Jackins, Naess encouraged humanity to pursue deeply relational 
approaches towards all life,  
 
Consequently, the ecoman is both personal and political. On the personal 
front, he is a man dedicated to Maslow’s self-actualization and Naess’s Self-
realization! As an individual, he is on the path to reclaiming his full 
humanness, and in doing so, is an advocate and ally for the health and 
wellbeing of all Others. The ecoman is also political; he might, for example, 
facilitate localised community initiatives that support marine conservation 
or offer his support for a deep green future by retrofitting his home with 
green technologies. In effect, this ecoman draws from the wisdoms of those 
who have preceded him along with his own combined emotional, intuitive 
and intellectual strengths in order to put his care and caring for all Others 
and himself into action. In this sense he is relational; he is a man of service 
to the common good of all—he is a life preserver rather than a life 
destroyer. 
 
The Relational Man, The Ecoman 
Men have rightly been held accountable for their violence, rape, use of 
sexual services that demean women, their battering of each other, women 
and children, and their exploitation of Earth’s resources. Many men have 
not consistently supported their feminist counterparts and have resisted 
becoming allies in the cause of collective gender equality (Faludi 1999). 
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According to Michael Kimmel and Michael Kaufman (1994: 286), a more 
common or at least a more vocal response from many men has been to 
declare themselves tired of listening to all the ways that they are supposedly 
bad and wrong in women’s eyes. Understandably, the many foibles levelled 
at modern Western maleness has resulted in some men (either overtly or 
covertly) feeling inadequate and ashamed of being male, effectively 
motivating them to either ‘clean-up’ their negative behaviours or react more 
overtly against these criticisms. 
 
Men’s resistant responses to these critiques are consistent with the early 
stages of a recovery cycle outlined by Elisabeth Kübler-Ross (1969). 
Kübler-Ross offered an insightful model for the recovery of individuals 
from the grief of deep loss such as death that is useful here. Kübler-Ross’s 
five stages of recovery are as follows: 
 
• Denial 
• Anger 
• Bargaining  
• Depression 
• Acceptance 
 
These stages of grief apply in the instance of an ecologised masculinities 
theory since the mechanisms of men’s oppression deny men their full 
humanness, leaving them in a state of grief (which might be considered to 
be consistent with their persistent feeling badly feelings, typically 
manifesting as victimisation or internalised superiorisation), unless the man 
is able to find ways to recover himself. This helps us understand why some 
men will react negatively towards those who challenge their primacy in a 
malestream world. Indeed, Warren Farrell’s  (2005, 2008) more recent vocal 
retorts against feminism are a notable example of this. Such emboldened 
sexism and denial of the injustices that pervade sexist societies are in reality 
reflective of the early stages of the deep grief that men face within 
themselves for having been denied their full humanness. Men have in fact 
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been socialised by malestream norms to avoid their self-actualization, their 
Self-realization!, their ecologisation. They have been conditioned to deny 
the relational self, and have paid a terrible price for doing so, being 
bombarded by the constraints of men’s oppression in exchange for socio-
economic and political primacy. The confusion that arises is significant and 
worthy of clarifying here. Men are not oppressed by women or by Nature; 
they are oppressed by the same mechanisms of oppression that oppress 
women and Nature, namely malestream norms. And men’s oppression 
enables them to deny the injustice and harm caused by their primacy upon 
themselves as well as Others. Some men will react with anger and attempt 
to justify their domination when their primacy is challenged. They might 
then (and in alignment with Kübler-Ross’s model) feel terribly for it, and 
then—once attuned to the loss of self that results—begin the process of 
accepting their own self-suppression, which is accompanied by an increased 
will to make changes that bring about their own liberation and the liberation 
of all Others. This process of restoration and recovery of the goodness of 
men is needed as surely as we need to liberate women from sexism and 
Nature from human exploitation. I intend to address this need by 
formulating an ecologised masculinities theory.  
 
Equally powerful are the pressures men feel to repress their feeling selves. 
Men are denied their emotional vocabulary through rhetoric such as ‘big 
boys don’t cry’, ‘don’t be a scaredy cat’, ‘be a man’, ‘do the right thing’, 
‘die for your country’, or more recent vernacular phrases such as ‘suck it 
up’ and ‘man up’—which demand that men be strong and take control of 
situations (Miller Light 2010, Zimmer 2010). These responses are consistent 
with societal expectations that to be ‘real men’ is to be hardened, 
supposedly unfeeling, impervious to pain and willing and able to risk life 
and limb for duty, honour, prestige and the affirmation of manhood (Jackins 
1999: 3-5; also see Dodge Charger 2010, Miller Light 2010, Zimmer 
2010).13 For men living under the aegis of Western malestream norms, the 
preparation for ‘real manhood’ starts early. Boys are dehumanised from 
birth by being touched less, spoken to with more harsh tones, threatened or 
treated with violence more frequently than girls, isolated from others, told to 
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deny their feelings, considered ‘different’ from mum while having limited 
contact with dad. These pressures mean they are less able to benefit from 
adult male role modelling than girls are from adult female role modelling 
(Jackins 1999: 4, Phillips 1994: 37-53). These ways of preparing boys to 
become ‘real men’ deny them the perspective that they are, like all human 
beings, inherently good, caring, gentle and warm (Jackins 1999: 4).  
 
Through the support such humanistic insights, ecological masculinism 
provides tangible alternatives to malestream messages about ‘real 
manhood’. I suggest that for men to join in the necessary tasks of forging a 
deep green future, they must restore and reawaken their relational selves. To 
do this, I suggest that they must, at every opportunity, cultivate the positive 
qualities of their masculine identity, develop an emotional vocabulary, 
promote their care and caring, stand up for the elimination of sexism and the 
preservation of Nature, and allow themselves to connect deeply with all 
Others. In seeking these alternatives to malestream norms, men must find 
their goodness and view themselves and all other men accordingly. This 
restoration of the thinking and feeling masculine self can be achieved 
through the support of male bonding, which includes peer listening as I 
discussed in reference to RC above. The caring masculine self can also give 
rise to intentional and respectful connectivity with women (not only as 
sexual partners or intimate friends, but also as women’s allies14), enabling 
men to wilfully stand side-by-side with them in the fight for gender 
equality. Men may, when in full connection to their caring selves, engage in 
caring professions such as teaching, nursing, child care professions, social 
justice and welfare work, environmentalism, become active fathers, and 
follow through on commitments to sustainability at home and at work for 
the sake of their communities, families and themselves. These are some of 
the principal virtues that I hope the ecoman will adopt.  
 
Admittedly, achieving these alternatives to malestream norms is no easy 
task. One cannot simply decide to be a caring male by shunning the 
messages of many thousands of generations of masculine socialisation with 
sheer will. Malestream norms and their accompanying internalised 
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superiorisation must be addressed within men as individuals as well as in 
the revamping of systemic masculine norms. In other words, modern 
Western men and masculine identities must be liberated from the pull to 
oppress Others while denying their emotional selves. I will provide a model 
to help guide men towards these alternative and ecologised ontologies 
below. 
 
For now, suffice it to say that the ecoman is dedicated to ending men’s 
oppression for the betterment of all men’s lives. He is also dedicated to 
ending the mutual oppressions of women and Nature by the malestream 
norms, precisely because the pretence of internalised superiority actually 
oppresses him as well. As he restores and recovers his innate goodness, his 
capacity to care and be caring towards all Others increases. He becomes an 
effective advocate for his own wellbeing while also being a willing ally for 
the liberation of women and the flourishing of the Earth.  
 
With these foundational influences in mind, I now introduce my three-part 
programme for ecological masculinism. I begin by introducing my model 
for an ecologised masculinities theory and praxis.  
 
Overview of ecological masculinism 
In Part 1 of the masculine ecologisation process I propose, I aim to 
ecologise men’s studies while bringing masculinities concerns to 
sustainability and ecophilosophy. I introduce the conceptual aspect of my 
work, providing a theoretical framework for the practical application of an 
ecologised masculinities theory. I offer this as a first step in achieving a 
deep green future that has specific currency for modern Western men and 
masculinities. In order to do so, I locate my ecologised masculinities in the 
intersecting terrain between men’s studies (within gender studies), 
sustainability and ecophilosophy (see Figure 6.1): 
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Part 2 of my contribution to an ecologised masculinities theory offers 
conceptual framework for the practical expression of ecological 
masculinism. This aspect of my work is framed around ‘five precepts’ that 
help guide modern Western men and masculinities towards a plurality of 
ecomasculinities.15 I offer these as important steps towards a man’s 
ecologisation. I refer to these five precepts as the ADAMN model:  
 
A:  Accept the central premise that all men are born good and have an 
infinite capacity to care and be caring 
Figure 6.1: Locating ecological masculinism 
 
Ecological masculinism is located in the intersecting terrain between the men’s studies (within gender 
studies), sustainability and ecophilosophical discourses. This schema is informed by Karen Warren’s 
(2000: 44) Venn diagram titled A Visualization of Ecofeminist Philosophy, which located ecofeminism 
in the intersecting terrain between 1). Feminism; 2). Nature, Science, Development & Technology; and 
3) Local and Indigenous Perspectives. 
 
 
 
ecological 
masculinism 
 
 
 
Sustainability 
 
  Ecophilosophy 
 
   Men’s Studies 
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D:  Don’t separate yourself from Others; instead strengthen and rebuild 
your sense of connection with Others and yourself 
 
A:  Amend your own past hurts and any you have caused to Others 
 
M: Model mature masculinity. Construct your masculine identity on 
caring thoughts, words and actions that nurture the relational space between 
yourself and Others by seeking a life of service to the common good 
 
N:  Normalise men’s care and caring; support all men to show their care 
and caring as central features of being a mature modern man 
 
Collectively, the steps of this ‘ADAMN’ model aim to restore and reawaken 
men’s care and caring. This model then guides the reader towards a plurality 
of ecomasculine praxes that are then elaborated in Part 3. 
 
Part 3 of my ecologised masculinities theory is praxis-oriented. If men are 
supported to conceptually ‘give a damn’ about all others and themselves and 
this then gives them the support they need to develop lives of service to the 
common good, what might this look like in practical terms? In other words, 
what are some of the tangible consequences of an ecologised masculinities 
theory? Using the ADAMN model as my guide, I discuss the emergence of 
ecomasculinity as the embodiment and internalisation of the central premise 
outlined in Part 1 and the five precepts outlined in Part 2. This practical 
aspect of an ecologised masculinities theory is intended to accommodate the 
many different styles of learning, political views and moral foundations that 
exist in our communities. I argue that each resultant ‘ecoman’ possesses 
unique ways of being, thinking and doing his maleness. I prioritise 
relational exchanges amongst men and between men and all Others. In 
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doing so I suggest that men are better able to enrich the connectivity 
between Others and the self for the common good of all life on Earth. This 
practical aspect of ecological masculinism offers notable alternatives to the 
hubris and hegemony of malestream norms, subverting the oppressive 
aspects of masculine daring with more integrated levels of masculine care 
and caring, and results in the rise of a plurality of ecomasculinities. I now 
elaborate on this three-part programme for masculine ecologisation. 
 
 
A Three-Part Programme 
Simply put, we can care for the rest of nature for reasons which have nothing 
to do with whether or not it has intrinsic, inherent, or whatever sort of value. 
Such a caring can spring, for example, from a felt sense of relatedness to the 
rest of nature or a love of existence. 
(McLaughlin 1995: 86-87)  
 
At least this century the caring is more natural for women than for men. 
Therefore, we must widen the caring, widen the felt meaning. 
(Naess cited in Sarkissian 1996: 16) 
 
I have suggested that to move away from the harmful aspects of malestream 
norms and reconfigure modern Western maleness towards greater care and 
caring. I now introduce my thoughts about how we might make it more 
permissible for modern Western men and masculine identities to express 
this greater care and be caring towards all Others and the self. To achieve 
this, men must restore and reawaken their relational selves, prioritising their 
connectivity with Others and themselves and in doing so effectively ‘widen 
the felt meaning’ of life and their place in it as Naess prompted above. I 
make this declaration to convey my belief that care and caring dwell in the 
relational space between the Other and the self. I now introduce my 
relational approach to ecological masculinism as a three-part programme.  
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Part 1: All Men Are Born Good 
Throughout this dissertation, I have acknowledged the gender studies, 
sustainability and ecophilosophical discourses as the foundational sources of 
inspiration and information that have helped shape my thoughts about 
masculine ecologisation. Part 1 explains the central and conceptual premise 
of my ecologised masculinities theory, providing the theoretical foundation 
upon which the subsequent steps of ecological masculinism are built. I 
begin by reiterating the central premise introduced in Chapter 1:  
 
All men are born good and have an infinite capacity to care and be 
caring towards society, Nature and the self. 
 
I have acknowledged previously that I am not the first to make such a 
declaration. While the concept of ecological masculinism is constructed on 
this declaration, the sentiments of innate goodness, and infinite care and 
caring may be credited to the extensive theoretical and practical 
implications of the humanistic psychology tradition pioneered by Maslow 
and others, which were then adapted to RC’s ‘popular therapy’.16 Consistent 
with these humanistic approaches to achieving full humanness, ecological 
masculinism acknowledges the significance of androcentrism in 
perpetuating cycles of male oppression upon society. Western humanity 
exploits Nature in characteristically masculine ways. In some instances, 
daring can serve as an ultimate gesture of broader care.17 To assume that 
masculine daring must be entirely and systematically extricated from the 
behavioural norms that men and masculine identities internalise is 
unrealistic and unnecessary. It is the oppressive elements of malestream 
norms (and not daring per se) that must be eliminated. The new 
conversation about men and Nature that I introduce here acknowledges the 
place for daring in the behavioural repertoire of maleness. The oppressive 
aspects of hypermasculinist daring should not persist as the central premise 
of modern Western maleness.  
 
The integrated masculine self is an ecologised self, a caring self, a self that 
acknowledges and embraces daring in harmony with a caring will to 
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preserve the flourishing of all men, all women, and all of Nature. A 
principal way for this integrated masculine self to emerge is to support the 
development of a man’s emotional vocabulary in harmony with his intellect 
and intuition. As I have suggested above, a humanistic understanding of the 
human condition combined with opportunities for men to have their inner 
thoughts and feelings attended are just some of the many ways that this 
integration of the intellectual, emotional and intuitive aspects of the 
masculine self can occur. The actual tools that a man uses to seek this 
integrated self is secondary to the fact that the integration is sought. A 
theoretical understanding of Maslow’s humanistic psychology, Jackins’ RC 
theory or for that matter a commitment to a 12-step process are just some of 
the plethora of ways that a man can support himself to develop inner 
congruency. My intention is not to tell all men how they ought to pursue 
their respective paths towards their innate goodness. Rather, I aim to 
encourage them to pursue this inner congruency on their own terms as a 
pathway to mature modern masculinities as the essential ingredient of Part 1 
of ecological masculinism. 
 
The ecological masculinist develops the skills to access his innate goodness 
when he is provided safe settings to support the growth of his mature 
masculine self. This can arise as much through an astute critical analysis of 
the restrictions placed upon him as profeminists offer, just as it can arise 
within the sanctity of a community of men dedicated to supporting each 
other’s lives to go well. In either scenario, aligning his feelings with his 
thinking and intuition becomes paramount, and through such processes, he 
is better able to acquire strategies for future actions that support the 
flourishing of all Others along with the self. In other words, given the 
chance to develop congruency as a mature modern masculine identity, a 
man is better able to acknowledge his own goodness (note that as I have 
mentioned previously, one way to acquire this congruency of head, heart 
and intuition is through the peer listening technique developed by Jackins). 
Another way to achieve congruency is through processes of self-reflection 
in the company of other men18; a third possibility might be to educate one’s 
self, both intellectually and emotionally, about the state of play for men in 
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the modern West. These examples are not exhaustive. Rather they are 
offered to provide the reader with some possible future directions that a man 
might take in order to raise his awareness of himself, his relationships and 
the impact of his social or ecological environment upon himself and Others. 
From this place of aligned head, heart and intuition, he can awaken and 
engage his care and caring for all Others and the self not only as a man, but 
as an active and engaged citizen whose life of service to his community and 
the Earth becomes a central fixture of his very being, thinking and doing. 
This first stage of ecologised maleness points us in the direction of a post-
gendered reality precisely because his individual journey encourages the 
development of the healthiest aspect of the masculine and feminine selves. 
To accomplish this requires an ability to integrate the inner masculine with 
the inner feminine, regardless of a person’s biological composition or 
gendered identity.  
  
In summary, Part 1 of masculine ecologisation is inwardly relational, 
beginning with the awakening of one’s innate goodness through the 
reclaiming of full humanness. Further, this first stage in masculine 
ecologisation sets the foundations for an expansion of masculine care and 
caring. The primary purpose of Part1 is then to help men ‘come home’ to 
themselves as good human beings who naturally care and are caring.  
 
Part 2 of my ecologised masculinities theory is described next, and explores 
what I consider to be a necessary next step in making the concepts offered 
here a pluralised reality. 
 
Part 2: Reawakening Men’s Care and Caring 
In Part 2, I introduce five precepts that can support a man to make the 
transition from malestream daring to ecologised caring. They are designed 
to help restore and reawaken masculine ways of being, thinking and doing 
care and caring in the masculine self. These precepts form the substantive 
foundations of the ecomasculinity praxes. I introduce these five precepts as 
a sequential process of masculine ecologisation. They serve as the 
‘conceptual bridge’—so to speak—between the need for men to ecologise 
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addressed in Part 1 and the actualisation of a plurality of ecomasculinities in 
Part 3. These five precepts represent steps in a process of transformation 
away from the harmful components of masculine daring and towards 
reawakened masculine care and caring; they provide a framework for the 
shift in malestream norms towards greater care and caring. These precepts 
are stages in the process that I consider to be necessary if men are to fully 
embrace a deep green future in tangible ways, beyond the rhetoric of weak 
sustainability.  
 
While these five precepts are designed specifically for men, as I have 
mentioned previously, this model of masculine ecologisation is actually 
levelled at masculine identities. This means that the model has most 
relevance for men, but holds currency for the masculine qualities that 
women can and do internalise as well. I recognise that we face our current 
social and environmental crises precisely because malestream norms persist 
and continue to propagate sexism in ways that shape the dominating 
characteristics of both men and women while also causing the destruction of 
Nature. Many men continue to occupy leadership positions in malestream 
societies, and from those positions of primacy, can function through 
ontologies that are fundamentally unsustainable for society, Nature and 
themselves. Those positions of primacy are often accompanied by a general 
reticence to undermine masculine domination in order to preserve men’s 
privileged positions in society. The ecoman is willing to see beyond these 
socio-economic and political blinders of malestream norms in order to seek 
the deeper wellness that encourages him to live a life of service to the 
common good of all Others and the self. 
 
I aim to support the reawakening of men’s care and caring by designing a 
model that is relevant for any man (or for that matter woman) throughout 
the West, whether they are in key leadership positions in their communities 
or not. Consequently, Part 2 represents the conceptual element of 
ecomasculinity as praxis, providing a framework for the emergence of a 
plurality of ecomen, whose ecologisations arise through the aforementioned 
five precepts. 
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As mentioned above, these five precepts can be summarised in the acronym 
ADAMN, which is a play on the vernacular phrase ‘give a damn’ or to care 
deeply for something or someone. I will shortly proceed to explain each 
precept and explore the ways they can impact an individual’s life.  
 
However, I firstly use the example of two fictional men to illustrate how the 
ADAMN model might be applied to the various lived experiences of 
malestreamed masculinities across a spectrum of competencies from a 
fictional ‘broken’ man to a similarly fictional ‘flourishing’ man. In doing so, 
I begin by acknowledging that these examples are far from exhaustive, but 
use these characters to emphasise the importance of an ecologised 
masculinities theory that reaches across the broader spectrum of maleness 
than modern Western malestream norms currently permit.  
 
The first man I introduce is John. John is a man in his late fifties, who might 
broadly be considered ‘your average Australian bloke’. He finished high 
school but never went to university. He has worked as a grounds keeper and 
maintenance man for many years, but was not formally apprenticed to do 
so; it was a job he ‘just fell into’ because he needed the money. He is known 
to be a warm-hearted and simple guy, who avoids staying home alone by 
hanging out with his mates at the local pub for a social drink. He is 
overweight, eats poorly, sleeps only when he has to and has a foreboding 
laugh that shakes windows. He is broke and broken-hearted having worked 
for a low wage throughout his working life and having been left by his wife 
for reasons he still struggles to understand. John’s life centres on drinking 
beer. He is unfit and is at high risk of an early death from his poor diet, 
alcohol-induced health problems or a road accident resulting from excessive 
alcohol consumption. He has been single for more than 4 years, is addicted 
to pornography, and frequently demeans women in the company of his 
mates at the pub. His addictive personality is a symptom of his particular 
manifestation of the chronic men’s feeling badly feelings that I discussed 
above. He is, in his quiet moments, deeply sad, lost and alone.  
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Now meet Jonathan. He is a successful young human resources manager for 
a mining company owned by his father. He earned his first six-figure salary 
before the age of 25 and has assumed the habit of wearing the finest of 
Italian suits, driving a red Audi that he updates each year, and eats out most 
nights of the week at the finest restaurants in town. He has a cover-girl 
partner who works in his father’s firm, as well as a string of mistresses his 
partner does not know about, as well as a weekly cocaine habit that he 
considers to be ‘recreational’. For Jonathan, the accoutrements of his 
apparent success are extensive but superficial. He is quietly miserable, but 
the accolades of his professionalism, youth, physical attractiveness and 
apparent ‘studly’ stature with women have lured him into believing that his 
life is graced with all the wealth and privilege one could possibly hope for. 
While apparently successful, he works endless hours for his father’s 
company, and what little social time he has is quickly consumed by his 
attentiveness (albeit unfaithful) to his girlfriend and mistresses, working out 
at the gym to keep himself trim, and having sufficient wealth to be able to 
buy whatever he wants, when he wants it. Despite these many praises, like 
John, Jonathan is profoundly lonely. 
 
If we accept Part 1 as the foundational premise of this dissertation that all 
men are born good and have an infinite capacity to care and be caring, then 
the lives of both John and Jonathan become opposite sides of the same coin. 
They are divided by class distinction, but they are united in embracing 
malestream norms. Effectively both men are similarly aggressive, 
competitive, egotistical and emotionally inept. If we have any chance of 
steering such men towards ecologisation, we must, firstly, find ways to 
support them as they restore and reawaken their sense of goodness within 
themselves. Maslow’s self-actualization is particularly helpful here—as I 
have demonstrated above. 
 
The model is drawn as a ‘nested’ diagram in the sense that each premise 
forms the foundations of and is imbedded within the next, taking an 
individual on a step-by-step process that charts a course towards masculine 
ecologisation (see Figure 6.2): 
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Precept 1 
A:  Accept the central premise that all men are born good and have an 
infinite capacity to care and be caring 
 
The first precept of my model for the ecologisation of men and 
masculinities requires a man to deeply consider the foundational premise of 
this model: all men are born good and have an infinite capacity to care. 
This can be conceptually confronting for many men.  
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I explain this precept in the context of John and Jonathan. The two men are 
apparently quite different. John is a ‘loser’, while Jonathan is the epitome of 
success, being over paid, over sexed, and, ironically, as isolated from 
himself and a broader mission in life as is his counterpart, John. However, 
some distinct similarities exist in their seemingly disparate lives. Where 
John is addicted to alcohol to medicate against the suffering of his isolated 
life, Jonathan is addicted to the fast pace of a material life, multiple women, 
recreational drugs, and public prestige; he lives a life of perpetual and 
apparent success precisely because he is never satisfied. Like John, Jonathan 
is concealing many feeling badly feelings as well. While on face value, each 
man appears to be considerably different from the other, upon deeper 
examination they are quite similar: each man, in his own ways, has 
forgotten (if he ever knew it) that he was born good and has an infinite 
capacity to care and be caring towards all Others and himself. Neither man 
is living a life of service for the betterment of the Earth—both are, in their 
respective ways, using the resources at their disposal to make themselves 
feel better about themselves. Each is–or will become–a drain on the 
resources needed to keep them alive, is making decisions and acting in ways 
that cause harm to Others and themselves, as neither of them can fully 
appreciate what it means to care and be caring in the broader ecological 
sense—they are both quite self-indulgent with their care and caring.19 Both 
men are products of the modern Western hypermasculist psyche. Neither is 
happy with his life nor himself—they are both awash with feeling badly 
feelings. 
 
Unfortunately, and as a consequence of their respective inner references, 
both men have caused others and themselves great harm. In John’s case, his 
barrelling laugh frequently accompanies wise cracks about women during 
his drinking sessions at the local pub. He has also taken delight in the banter 
of belittling others as a hallmark of his public persona, even though his 
intended meaning is to warmly welcome others to the local establishment 
where he drinks. While he spends as little time at home alone as possible, 
when he does, he is glued to demeaning images and films about the sexual 
exploitation of women. In eating poorly, he often consumes large amounts 
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of processed meaty and fatty foods, his potbelly flagging many years of 
excessive caloric intake, especially through the consumption of large 
quantities of alcohol. In Jonathan’s case, the needs and wants of Others 
mean less than the accomplishment of his personal and professional goals. 
In his pursuit of ‘success’, he is apparently heartless; his efforts are focused 
on out-competing his colleagues and earning his father’s approval, as 
opposed to communing with those around him as part of a collective team 
effort to run a business that prioritises what is ethically right and good. 
Further, he seeks refuge from the rigors of his days in the sexual affections 
of his various lovers, having little regard for meeting their deeper emotional 
needs. 
 
The lives of both John and Jonathan are oppositional to the need for deep 
green future. Borrowing from Thoreau, they both live lives of ‘quiet 
desperation’. They are products of malestream society, reaping what 
advantages they can from the exploitation of Others. Both men live life-
destroying rather than life-preserving lives. Neither of them really ‘gives a 
damn’ about themselves or others—both men gain some advantages in 
doing so. John enjoys being louder, funnier and the sarcastically welcoming 
life of the party at the local pub through which he can conceal his 
loneliness. Jonathan is the slick heir-apparent of his father’s mining 
company; he is a ruthless professional bent on advancing himself by 
indulging in hedonistic habits that come with an expensive price tag. He is 
adorned with women who either knowingly or unknowingly bed him for his 
apparent power, but not for his heart.  
 
Following the humanistic tradition, the RC model of peer listening 
discussed above offers particularly helpful guidance in assisting with these 
behavioural and valuative transitions for both John and Jonathan. I suggest 
that both men would benefit enormously from being listened to about the 
ways they are, in reality, struggling to be their fullest selves, and that this 
‘being listened to’ need not be therapeutic and therefore laden with stigmas 
of mental health imbalances (this is not to negate the importance of 
‘professional’ mental health assistance under certain circumstances). Rather 
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such transformations might be an integral part of men’s reclaimed emotional 
expressiveness with their peers. They might benefit from being able to 
speak out about how their lives are really unfolding behind the fog of 
alcoholism or the pretence of success. They might articulate aspects of their 
lives that are enjoyable or are a struggle with honesty. They might describe 
the things they celebrate about being male and the things they hope that no 
man would have to endure ever again (Jackins 1999: 11). And in doing so, 
they might be better able to claim their fullest human selves, while also 
becoming vocal and active supporters of a deep green future. I am 
suggesting that some men, one of the most effective ways to reawaken care 
and caring is to educate oneself intellectually while also developing skills in 
emotional expression.   
 
The next step in the journey for both men is to proactively rebuild authentic 
connections between Others and themselves. This brings me to Precept 2. 
 
 
Precept 2 
D:  Don’t separate yourself from Others; instead strengthen and rebuild 
your sense of connection with Others and yourself 
 
There are positive aspects to masculine daring. For example, at considerable 
risk to his own life, a man may daringly enter a burning building to save a 
child from certain death, and to do so he must tap into an aspect of the self 
that is selfless, swift to act and courageous. These wonderful and indeed 
desirable aspects of traditional masculine norms might loosely align with 
the traditional masculine notions of chivalrous protecting and providing. 
These qualities ought to be embraced. However, masculine daring also has a 
shadowy side—the aspect of malestream hypermasculinism that reinforces 
the hubris and hegemony that accompanies internalised masculine 
superiorisation and results in the oppression of others at considerable cost to 
the self. Responding to this distinction, Precept 2 addresses the shadow 
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aspect of malestream norms by enrolling men to strengthen and (re)build the 
relational space between Others and themselves.  
 
This Precept argues that men must be willing to recognise both the positive 
and the problematic aspects of daring malestream norms. I am suggesting 
that we must not restrict men’s care and caring within these parameters, but 
rather ought to expand the possibilities for masculine care and caring to 
include those thoughts words and deeds that, within the confines of 
malestream norms as they currently exist, would be considered ‘unmanly’. 
Of particular importance here is the development of emotional vocabulary 
amongst men. Further, modern Western maleness must also be willing to 
expand beyond the current limitations of masculine identity. In making the 
transition to what I refer to as an ecologised masculinity, modern Western 
maleness might avert the malestream elements of daring that are hubristic 
and hegemonic which lay at the heart of men’s oppression of women, 
Nature and marginalised men. This precept requires not only a critique of 
daring but also the ability to confront and eliminate malestream norms 
within the self.  
 
This processes of confrontation and elimination required by Precept 2 may 
take several forms. Men must firstly become aware of the oppressive nature 
of society and the internalised superiorisation that they, as men, are 
typically socialised to imbue. Men must then make a conscious choice to 
interact with all Others and themselves with reverence, equality and respect. 
They must subvert malestream norms with thoughts, words and actions that 
are dedicated to the liberation women, Nature, other men and the self. For 
example, a man may join a men’s consciousness-raising group, become an 
active father, choose to share domestic duties equally, interact with family 
and household members at home in a loving and attentive manner by taking 
time to connect with their loved ones. These are just some of the many ways 
that modern Western men can strengthen the relationships that they have 
with Others and themselves. Such men might also support sustainable 
forestry through mindful consumer choices, advocate for a low-carbon 
economy, build a company on the principles of profit sharing and 
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democratic governance, engage in consultation processes built on mutual 
respect, advocate for transformational sustainability and/or fight for gender 
equity. Borrowing from deep ecology, it is vital that men anchor themselves 
in their respective social contexts and natural environments in ways that 
enable them to develop intimate familiarity with specific human 
relationships and natural environments that support them. In these ways, the 
emerging ecoman becomes a proactive agent for an alternative masculinity 
to arise; he becomes one who proactively seeks relational closeness between 
Others and himself. These are just some of the ways that Precept 2 supports 
the ecologisation of modern Western men and masculinities. 
 
To be guided by this precept, each man must be led through a process to 
achieve a new state of being that is one of connection rather than 
competition, and community rather than isolation. From there, each man can 
begin to manifest the behaviours that reflect changed values about 
oppression. In reference to Precept 1, I suggested above that one way to 
begin might be the recognition that all men are born good. Following 
Precept 2, a man might then choose to build relationships with Others that 
are authentic, deep, kind, and based in the virtues of trust and mutual 
respect, and he might best be able to do so by developing a spiritual practice 
or finding a community of men dedicated to supporting each other’s lives to 
go well.  
 
Returning to John and Jonathan, it would be impractical to suggest that they 
could each be connected to others on a whim—this takes some dedication to 
cultivating the relational space between Others and the self along with a 
degree of emotional intelligence and a connection to spirit. For John, this 
might begin with the need to address his alcoholism as a medication that has 
kept him separate from such authentic connections with Others. He might 
need to be listened to by a trusted peer while he re-evaluates his life, or 
commit to a ‘12-step program’ advocated by Alcoholics Anonymous in 
order to gain some support as he sheds his addiction to alcohol; this would 
include regular consultations with a sponsor, or engaging professional 
support services for alcoholics. He might benefit from the development of a 
348 
deep connection with his mentor or group of friends that is based on 
authentic and revealing conversations instead boisterous jokes. He could 
start a health regime that includes new and wholesome foods and regular 
exercise. He might also consider developing new communication skills that 
reach beyond the apparent humour of sarcasm and prioritise his deepest 
dreams for a good life and the development of an authentic emotional 
vocabulary that fosters safety and trust in his relationships. These 
behavioural and valuative transitions are metaphorically ecological precisely 
because they emphasise a relational advancement; they encourage a literal 
ecologisation of modern Western maleness by enabling men like John to 
become congruent with, for example, industries and actions that prioritise 
the long-term sustainability of the Earth. The congruency within the self that 
I am referring to here is consistent with Alan Drengson’s (2004: 65) Wild 
Way, which: 
 
… integrates and unifies our fourfold self-nature of sense, emotion, intellect and 
spirit as embodied in a place. Its practices help us to create and nurture positive 
relationships with others based on mutual respect and consideration.  
 
For Jonathan, the task of stopping his oppression of others might centre on 
his habitual insensitivity towards the impacts of his actions on them. He 
might instead need to slow down the pace of his apparently successful life 
so that he can see how he is using women for his own sexual pleasure, that 
his pursuit of money and power has come at the cost of his moral integrity, 
and that he has few if any real male friends (and most of his male ‘friends’ 
and colleagues actually find him arrogant and untrustworthy). In Jonathan’s 
case, alternatives to his current state of being, thinking and doing might take 
the form of developing caring and conscious awareness of his impact on 
Others—beginning with more caring relational exchanges with those he 
loves the most. And from there, his awakened relational self is more able to 
care and be caring towards all Others as well. Again, consistent with 
Drengson’s Wild Way, aligning head and heart with intuition within a man 
helps him to deeply know himself and others, and in so doing enables him 
to ‘… integrate and unify [himself] through [for example] practicing 
harmony with wild beings and energies’ that might include ‘wilderness 
wandering as a simple natural practice’, noting ‘spontaneous experiences’ 
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that emphasize the unity of life, becoming more sensitive to ‘diverse wild 
energies and beings’, etc. (Drengson 2004: 65-66). Like Drengson’s Wild 
Way, the ecologised man is ‘self-realizing’ and ‘expansive’ (Drengson 
2004: 67). He assumes a total world-view, which is deeper, wider and 
broader than malestream conditionings ordinarily permit, enabling him to 
‘... appreciate all the living beings with whom we share this Earth’ that 
enables is to ‘…return to our home, to that vital centre in ourselves that is in 
harmony with the way of Nature and the Universe (Drengson 2004: 76-77). 
 
With this in mind, the primary task of Precept 2 then becomes 
acknowledging the need for the ecologising man to rebuild his relational 
closeness with Others by re-establishing a sense of congruency within the 
self—this may begin with reawakening a sense of one’s own goodness. This 
task might be facilitated by a period of intense self-reflection, or a shift in 
focus away from the egocentric self and towards making himself available 
to others. The ecologising man might then also engage in community 
service projects and acknowledge his and his communities interpenetrating 
relationship with wider Nature. For example, Jonathan might recommit to 
his partner or embrace becoming a father with her.  
 
As I noted in the first Precept, choosing to stop oppressing Others begins by 
supporting men to stop oppressing themselves. I am suggesting that the next 
step in ecologising the John’s and Jonathan’s of the modern West is to 
encourage them to proactively seek alternatives to their chronic feeling 
badly feelings. A man might then choose to pursue authentic connections 
with those who matter the most in their lives. From this refreshed level of 
self-care, such men might be better able to support the urgent need to 
mitigate anthropogenic climate change precisely because the ecologising 
man, connected to himself and Others, is a man of service to the common 
good of all Others and the self. This choice to take a non-oppressive path 
would benefit from both men forming strong bonds with other men 
(possibly as mentee, mentor, ally, sponsor or friend) who could hold them to 
account as part of the restoration and recovery of their innate goodness, 
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while helping them move towards embodying their infinite capacities to 
care and be caring.  
 
Precept 3 
A:  Amend your own past hurts and any you have caused to Others 
 
Precept 3 guides the ecologising man towards ‘making amends’ for hurts 
caused to Others and the self. In order to strengthen and rebuild one’s 
connection with Others and the self, the ecologising man must make amends 
with those same Others and the self. Crucial to the process of making 
amends is the virtue of empathy. Making amends with sincerity requires a 
willingness to humbly view the world through eyes of compassion, to make 
changes in the ways we interact with Others and ourselves and therefore 
prevent repetitiously harmful thoughts, words and actions that might result 
in self-celebration, but might also do so at considerable cost to Others and 
the self.  
 
At this third stage of the masculine ecologisation process, the individual is 
encouraged to reconcile and heal past hurts that have been imposed upon 
Others and the self. While not all aspects of daring maleness are hurtful, 
many of the outcomes of malestream norms must be held to account for the 
suffering they can cause. For example, men who have objectified, misused 
and abused women or have prioritised profit over preservation of natural 
environments through unfettered resource extraction, may have caused 
Others harm while advantaging themselves. Through Precept 3, I suggest 
that as an integral aspect of the ecologisation of modern Western maleness, 
men must develop principles and practices that intentionally put an end to 
the perpetration of malestream oppressions. By following Precept 3, men 
must not only stop oppressing; they ought to also ‘clean up’ past, present 
and future transgressions by making amends for thoughts, words and actions 
that result in harm. For example, a common process in the personal work 
designed for men’s recovery of self in the Mankind Project is to ‘clear’ 
conflicts or ‘charged’ situations between Others and the self as they emerge 
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and come into one’s consciousness (The Mankind Project 2010). Similarly, 
in order to liberate one’s self from the ‘toxic residue’ of shame for past 
indiscretions that can feed feeling badly feelings, Precept 3, like Steps 8 and 
9 of the 12-step program of Alcoholics Anonymous supports the notion that 
we make ‘a list of all persons we had harmed, and became willing to make 
amends to them all’, such that each man has done all he can to make up for 
the ways he may have harmed Others or himself and that he then ‘made 
direct amends ... [to all Others and himself] wherever possible, except when 
to do so would injure’ Others or himself, resulting in direct action to help 
the self in any way that he may be able to bring about flourishing (Bill 
2002: 59).20 This precept of amending hurts is a vital addition to the 
ecologisation of men and masculinities precisely because the 
institutionalised mechanisms of men’s oppression can result in addictive 
thoughts, words and actions for many men. Western malestreams shape men 
into oppressors with the promise of masculine privileges, power and control 
that can prevent them from accessing what I, and others, have argued is 
their true caring natures (Esser ed. 1977: 12, Jackins 1999: 9). It is this ‘true 
caring nature’ in the broadest context that I am reaching for here. 
 
This process of ‘cleaning up’ thoughts, words and actions that cause Others 
or the self-harm is not intended to be guilt-ridden. It is, however, intended to 
encourage men to be accountable for their past, present and future actions, 
which includes a willingness to take responsibility the self, and in doing so 
offer gestures of service towards Others as an integral aspect of making 
amends. For example, a man who has sexually assaulted a woman might not 
only take responsibility by indirectly apologising for this harmful error (as 
direct contact with their victim may not be appropriate); he might also 
include in his process of making amends, his dedication to a behavioural 
change programme for his own recovery to prevent his causing similar harm 
to women in the future. This accompanying action could also include the 
dedication of some funds to such an organisation’s community outreach and 
education programme to be sure that resources are available to help prevent 
further harm by men towards women in the future. In practical terms, this 
process might include the willingness to apologise for lewd and 
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misogynistic comments fired off at a woman in the pub, or volunteering 
reparations to tribal peoples for damage to land caused by unsustainable 
company practices. Making amends might also include a man’s willingness 
to dedicate a small portion of his energy to the ecological preservation of 
local native species of wildlife in order to make amends for the ecological 
destruction his efforts as a forester may have directly or indirectly caused. 
This process of mending past hurts suggests that a man ought to be held 
accountable for his past, present and future thoughts, words and actions. I 
have designed Precept 3 in light of the fact that ontological perfection is 
extremely rare (arguably impossible for most of us) and is not expected 
here.  
 
We must have a means by which to ‘clean up’ mistakes along the way to 
ecologisation. We must accept that in the relational exchange between 
Others and the self, malestream thoughts, words and actions may persist and 
men will continue to adhere to the traditional rules of modern Western 
malestream in order to preserve their social primacy in a sexist and 
ecological destructive society. Further, what might seem to be a mistake to 
one person may be an idealised thought word or act for another. Also, 
cherished and potentially oppositional positions may change with time. The 
principal task of Precept 3 is then to reduce the harmful affects of 
malestream norms. I do not holdout an unattainable ideal that modern 
Western men and masculine identities might suddenly stop oppressing 
through some declaration of a precept levelled at the third stage of a 
doctoral model. Similarly, I am not suggesting that the transgressions 
perpetrated by men and masculinities upon Others are ‘worse’ than those 
perpetrated by women. I am however, maintaining the focus of this bounded 
research on modern Western maleness.  
 
With this in mind, I am suggesting that men’s making amends must be 
preceded by behavioural and valuative changes suggested in Precepts 1 and 
2 above. It can be difficult for men to admit that they are wrong. As I have 
mentioned previously, malestream norms reinforce men’s internalised sense 
of superiority, and with that can bolster a hypermasculine belief that men 
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are ‘entitled’ to social primacy, are ‘right’ to be recalcitrant about their 
views, and therefore need not make amends if harm is caused. Men are 
commonly reluctant to say sorry and it is this aspect of modern Western 
masculine socialisation that I am specifically addressing here. It is for this 
reason that any process of ecologisation must have woven into its fabric 
opportunities to make amends for past inappropriate or hurtful interactions 
in ways that are specifically designed to address malestream thoughts, 
words and actions. 
 
I illustrate the applications of Precept 3 by returning to my example of the 
‘broken’ and the ‘flourishing’ man. In John’s case, making amends for his 
wisecracks may not warrant a detailed inventory of apologetic conversations 
that would require tracking down every passer-by. It may be sufficient 
simply to stop berating others in this way while also acknowledging the 
harm that such behaviour has caused in the past. He may, however, need to 
reconnect with his ex-wife and apologise for his emotional absence during 
the relationship as his alcohol addiction took hold. He might also recall or 
discover through that process that he belittled his wife repeatedly when 
intoxicated, and that this was part of the reason that she left him. He might 
not only apologise to her for those hurtful acts but might also share with her 
his commitment to his recovery from his alcohol addiction freed from any 
expectation of a cherished outcome between them.  
 
In Jonathan’s case, the task of making amends is not only the act of 
apologising to his partner and his mistresses for his infidelities. Following 
Precept 3 may require him to realise that much of his wealth and status has 
been built on the exploitative practices of his father’s company whose 
profits have increased considerably with the government’s recent release of 
indigenous sacred land for resource exploitation. His process might include 
making amends through an act of service to the future preservation of those 
lands and their traditional custodians by tithing part of the company profits 
to local community development projects that specifically empower 
indigenous people from that area to take the lead in their own sovereignty. 
He might include the intentional preservation of a section of land that would 
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otherwise yield great profit for his father’s company or restore another piece 
of land to offset the harm done by the company’s extractive processes; 
protecting, for example, the scattered and millennia-old indigenous 
petroglyphs that adorn the rock faces there. He might also include the 
dedication of a proportion of his income to climate change education, the 
mitigation of his carbon footprint, or financial support for a revegetation 
programme.  
 
Following the guidance of Precept 3, making amends is an essential part of 
the ecologisation process. It enables us to relate to the world through the 
eyes of the Other and restore our sense of goodness within ourselves by 
giving us a framework by which we can address our past indiscretions.  
 
 
Precept 4 
M: Model mature masculinity. Construct your masculine identity on 
caring thoughts, words and actions that nurture the relational space between 
yourself and Others by seeking a life of service to the common good 
 
Precept 4 aims to prevent the recurrence of past hurts by developing and 
implementing strategies that support modern Western maleness to be 
reconfigured. This work must be undertaken in the public as well as the 
private realms. The ecologised man can recognise the connections and 
interrelatedness between all Others and himself, encouraging them to see 
men in this fresh light. For Jackins (1999: 12), the recommendation was 
explicitly expressed as the need to: 
 
[p]romote widespread understanding that what the general population has come to 
think of as the “negative qualities of men” are actually distress recording that result 
from men’s oppression’  
 
... and that these opinions about men as violent aggressive, competitive and 
emotionally inept are incorrect. Following this precept, the ecologising man 
embraces alternative masculinities that ‘promote the understanding that 
males are inherently cooperative and caring’ (Jackins 1999: 12). To achieve 
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this transition, men must find ways to strengthen the link between goodness 
and care in their public and private lives so that they can take the 
ontological step towards ecological masculinism. The argument is this:  if 
being ‘good’ is pursuing the highest purpose for Others and the self or if it 
promotes the greatest happiness for the greatest number, that pursuit of ‘the 
good’ will inevitably result in actions that are caring.21 We must cultivate 
care and caring within ourselves if men are to direct our efforts and energies 
towards a flourishing future for all.  
 
The ability to construct caring concepts and courses of action beyond 
biology and societal norms may be our species’ (and the Earth’s) saving 
grace. The common purpose and activities of communities of strangers 
following natural disasters is a powerful example of this masculine capacity 
to care and be caring, substantiated by primatological research (de Waal 
2005b: 172-174). Following the guidance of Precept 4, we can see examples 
of publicly sanctioned evidence of men’s care and caring throughout history 
and in recent cases of crisis. While acts of savage violence can occur, 
tragedies such as domestic violence or ethnic cleansing across entire nations 
do not negate the outpouring of care and caring that can swiftly emerge in 
both women and men in times of great need. We see this public expression 
of men’s care and caring in their roles in community support and relief in 
times of need, such as natural disaster. While men may cause great harm, 
they can also be the instigators of great good and are entirely capable of 
embracing the implications of Precept 4.  
 
Many instances of masculine care and caring support this claim. Examples 
might include a stay-at-home dad, or man who chooses to work from home 
to be more present in his children’s lives, a nurse, a child care worker, a 
male primary school teacher, and so forth. We must also be willing to 
challenge the societal expectations around care as a ‘feminine’ phenomenon 
and confront and transform the gendered expectations of both women and 
men as individuals and in society. Thus, care and caring are more likely to 
become ‘normal’ or accepted aspects of the modern Western masculine self. 
In these ways the ecologising man models a mature maleness that prioritises 
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care and caring that stands in contrast to the restrictive parameters of 
malestream norms.  
 
Returning again to our two case studies, John and Jonathan, the prospects of 
normalised masculine care and caring could have considerable influence on 
each man’s life. In John’s case, prioritising care and caring for Others and 
the self by eating well, keeping physically fit and having authentic 
conversations with others at the pub would likely make the prospect of a life 
of sarcasm and inebriation appear less satisfying. From this place of greater 
authenticity, such a man might be more willing and able to have heartfelt 
conversations to reconcile marital disputes before a relationship break 
down, saving him from facing the trauma of that loss—conversations that 
require a level of self-awareness and congruency that aligns head, heart and 
intuition in the presence of meeting another person’s needs while addressing 
his own. 
 
In Jonathan’s case, awakening care and caring might take the form of a 
leadership role in his father’s firm. Jonathan might be celebrated for his 
benevolence and willingness to dedicate his skills in human resource 
management to encourage more equitable distribution of company 
resources, more environmentally protective mining practices, and greater 
profit sharing between the company and affected communities. Redirecting 
his attention away from the egocentric intoxication of multiple women, fast 
cars and large amounts of money, Jonathan might come home to his truer 
caring nature without having to sacrifice his position of influence.  
 
Guided by Precept 4, John and Jonathan can now work toward Precept 5: 
the normalisation of such expressions of care and caring to ensure that all 
men can confidently return to their good and caring natures as men within a 
society supportive of their transformation. 
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Precept 5 
N:  Normalise men’s care and caring; support all men to show their care 
and caring as central features of being a mature modern man 
 
This Precept grounds the theory in practice and offers hope for major 
societal change: this is where philosophy and praxis meet. Currently, men 
and masculinities are widely perceived as the Earth’s anathema; men’s 
competitiveness, aggression, indeed their addiction to the accoutrements of 
the malestream, persist. To complete the process of masculine ecologisation, 
we must recognise that care and caring are central and innate aspects of 
men’s lives and the masculinities that shape them: masculine care and 
caring are integral aspects of the human behavioural repertoire and can be 
evoked at will. Such choices provide opportunities to care and extend caring 
towards others and the self. The earlier precepts of the ADAMN model 
support men’s transformations towards more overt expressions of care and 
caring. We must now ensure that the new masculine ontologies supported 
by ecological masculinism are broadly accepted by society if the precepts I 
have promoted here are to subvert modern Western malestream norms. 
 
As Precept 5 alerts and guides us, there are already signs of changes to 
traditional malestream norms. Men serve as caring and attentive fathers, 
farmers, nurses, childcare workers, teachers and environmental advocates. 
They are also becoming more visible as these roles are increasingly 
sanctioned as a more acceptable aspect of the modern Western masculine 
experience. Activists, profeminists masculinities theorists and mythopoets 
are becoming more vocal about the emergence of masculine care and caring. 
These encouraging signs, however, do not amount to the ‘normalisation’ 
required if we are to be guided by Precept 5. We must transform not only 
select individuals such as the Johns and Jonathans of the world. We must 
also transform the very foundations of modern Western society. Such 
transformations would alter the ways leaders lead, families are run, and 
relationships begin and end. Such transformations reach for an authentic 
masculinity that encourages the beneficial aspects of masculine daring while 
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also encouraging the traditionally feminised qualities of care and caring to 
come forth as well. Following Precept 5, such renditions of modern Western 
maleness would no longer clear-cut an old growth forest for profit or turn a 
blind eye when a man berates his wife at a family gathering, or sit idly by 
while thousands die of starvation or poor sanitation. They would instead 
become ecologised in their thoughts, words and actions. 
 
Following Precept 5, men must shift their conception of a ‘real man’ away 
from the ego-centric, beef-eating, opinionated, addictive, manly thugs and 
powerbrokers, who judge, ridicule, hoard, attack, undermine, compete, 
posture, fight impossible and violent wars, destroy Nature, suppress others 
to inflate themselves, inhibit their feelings and invalidate those of others. 
Men must now manifest very different qualities than these. The ecologising 
man works instead to protect the Earth, waters and sky, respect others, 
father with heart, partner with equality, honour his own body and that of 
others. He cultivates creativity and cultural richness, love for others and lets 
others love him, including from one man to the next. He engages his critical 
mind, is compassionate and contemplative, and possesses the resolve to 
cultivate a benevolent warrior energy that harnesses the affirming qualities 
of daring where defence of others may indeed be a necessary last resort. He 
embraces these challenges with deep and thoughtful concern for the 
wellbeing of all Others and himself. He becomes a ‘real man’ who has 
reawakened his innate and broader capacity to care and be caring. 
Ecological masculinism supports the normalisation of this transformation in 
men from the malestream to new and ecologised masculinities both 
conceptually and practically.  
 
When we normalise masculine care and caring, according to Precept 5, John 
and Jonathan remain mainstream men. However, they become men with 
heart and passion, as opposed to hubris and hegemony. They live lives of 
committed service to Others. They harbour visions for the common good 
that are bigger than the self. They become men whose life missions are not 
that of exploitation and domination but rather prioritise communication, 
connectivity and love. Following the guidance of Precept 5, John and 
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Jonathan become active members of a sustainable world that begins with 
their own physical, emotional and spiritual sustainability. With such men in 
key positions of leadership throughout our communities, we would live in a 
world where the tasks associated with forging a deep green future would be 
integral to being a new breed of real man; authentic men, sincere men, 
congruent men who are ecologised. The thoughts, words and actions of such 
a man reflects those of an ecoman and would become normal expressions of 
modern Western maleness. I argue that such men are integral ingredients in 
the rise of a deep green future. 
 
So, how might we recognise this ecoman? Such a man offers his 
understanding and support to Others with empathy. He makes amends 
where necessary. He inquires into the needs of Others. He values diversity. 
He is patient, flexible and embraces diversity. He gains access to and is able 
to express his care and caring for all life through his thoughts, words and 
deeds in a wide variety of ways. This ecoman is accountable for his actions. 
He also embodies integrity by doing what he says he is going to do, 
renegotiating his agreements when he can’t meet them, and makes amends 
when he falls out of integrity or causes himself or Others harm. He engages 
with Nature proactively, and is an avid supporter of social and 
environmental sustainability. He nurtures the relational space between 
Others and himself. He is an evolved man, a congruent man, a man who has 
integrated his head heart and intuition; a man shaped by ecology in the 
relational sense, but also in the literal sense. His actions emphasise authentic 
connectivity and the preservation of his family, his community his 
environment and himself. These are some of the broader and expansive 
characteristics of the ecoman, which manifest in each individual in unique 
tangible ways. Such are the characteristics of a plurality of ecomasculinities 
that might arise from masculine ecologisation. 
 
In these ways, care and caring become normalised and are central aspects of 
modern Western maleness. For ecological masculinism to provide a guiding 
framework for modern living, we must embrace the father who takes 
paternity leave as a man of great honour, prioritising care for his family with 
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the support of his employee and not as some pseudo-man dwelling in the 
fringes of his expected plight to endlessly work to find inner meaning. 
Indeed, we must embrace the land carer who purchases the neighbour’s 
farm to protect its remnant bushland from clearing instead of grabbing more 
land to plant more crops to make more money to service more debt. We 
must advocate for men’s support of ‘the good’ in life in its infinite 
permutations, their service to community, and the myriad ways that their 
care and caring promote the emergence of a deep green future. Such 
behavioural and valuative alternatives to modern Western malestreams must 
become normalised if we are to secure a deep green future for all life on 
Earth. Such caring men are ecomen, men who promote the emergence of 
social and environmental consciousness. These new men are potentially all 
men. 
 
 
ADAMN Summary 
Guided by the five Precepts of the ADAMN model, the ecologised view of 
modern Western masculinities that I have provided above must be 
accompanied by the transformation of malestream norms towards care and 
caring. Doing so, we generate the will to make these virtues central to our 
understandings of what it means to be a modern Western man.  
 
This brings me to Part 3 of ecological masculinism, which elaborates on the 
ADAMN model, explores its potential to manifest a plurality of 
ecomasculinities and exemplifies the tangible outcomes of ecological 
masculinism as I have formulated it here.  
 
Part 3: Pathways to Ecomasculinities 
In addition to the example provided above about John and Jonathan, I use a 
story about an environmental activist and a logger to further illustrate the 
intended application of ecological masculinism through the ADAMN 
model. In doing so, I explicate one possible practical application of 
ecological masculinism that results in a plurality of ecomasculinities. In this 
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scenario environmental preservation collides with economic advancement, 
but is traversed by the unifying principles of care and caring. 
 
Let us imagine a male environmental activist who is dedicated to protecting 
an ancient karri forest in the southwest of Western Australia.22 Having been 
trained in the praxes of deep ecology, he has developed a strong belief that 
his cause is just; that it is morally right and good to preserve a grand old tree 
from destruction simply because the tree exists. He is also concerned about 
protecting this tree as a caring gesture for the sake of future generations of 
humans and non-humans to benefit from its beauty and grandeur. This forest 
activist embodies the following sentiment articulated by Alan Drengson 
(1993: 146-147): 
 
In ancient forests we stand in the shadows and light, the sounds and odors of living 
communities whose place specific histories have a continuity stretching back 
hundreds and thousands of generations. ... Reconnecting with nature's primal 
spontaneity through the children and the power of the ancient elder, I could see what 
an enormous moral and spiritual blunder it is to cut down such trees. Here I use the 
word "blunder," rather than "sin" or "evil," because it is hard to imagine anyone 
cutting or causing to have cut down such beings, if they [truly] understood all that 
they are. 
 
In keeping with Drengson’s sentiment, this activist earnestly views himself 
to be a good and righteous man, adopting what he considers to be an 
imperative that preserves and protects this ancient tree for present and future 
generations. He is motivated by a deep conviction that logging old-growth 
karri trees is fundamentally bad and wrong. He is single-pointed as well as 
deeply considered; his views are the product of his contemplation, resulting 
in a deep awakening that motivates him to respect the tree intrinsically and 
manifesting through his conviction to prevent what Drengson calls the 
‘moral and spiritual blunder’ of logging old-growth trees. Such a view is a 
gesture of a forest activist’s ecosophy, which enables him to view the life of 
the ancient karri tree as an extension of his own. Consistent with 
Drengson’s (1993: 148-149) views, the activist has come to believe that: 
 
[a] forest is not just a stand of isolated trees. Although each tree is an individual, it is 
also part of the forest. Its forest in turn is part of larger biogeoclimatic processes 
which are evolving through time. As biodiversity and richness increase, value and 
meaning increase. In current theories, evolution moves toward complexity, 
differentiation, and symbiosis, toward greater richness and diversity. Each new form 
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of life and new way of dwelling in these natural processes adds to the sum total of 
values realized.  
 
This broader and deeper view of the karri tree through a ‘holistic 
understanding and approach to the whole world’ is reflective of a 
‘Pernetarian’ (persons in networks of planetary relationship) or ‘planetary 
person philosophy’ resulting in a ‘ecosophy’ or ecological wisdom, ‘… 
manifested as ecological harmony’ (Drengson 1989: x, 3). Drengson’s 
planetary person: 
 
… locates the constraints on human activities in the principles of ecology and the 
reality of particular ecosystems and living beings. Ecosystems are more like 
organisms than machines. The interrelationships between organisms within an 
ecosystem are not completely specifiable, unlike the case of a machine. There are 
elements of creative variability and unpredictability. Various elements of balance 
are so complexly interrelated that they intersect and double back on themselves; 
they form networks of symbiotic [ecological] complexities that can magnify and 
also minimize effects. … Ecosystems and organisms are entropic and anti-entropic; 
they are recursive systems in process. Information and communication processing, 
storage, learning and modification are inherent in the natural world. Creative 
processes are found all through it (Drengson 2011: 19).  
 
Such are the tenets of the ecologised man. For some, ancient trees like the 
karri are community ‘elders’, making the prospect of their destruction one 
of grave significance to the tree, the forest, the activist, his family, and all 
human and other-than-human Others that might engage with the forces of 
life in the ecosystem where this tree stands. But giving thought to the 
economic aspects of forestry are of equal importance as well. The activist 
might be financially constrained by the absence of a career. He may have 
moved from one temporary home to the next. He may have worked in series 
of temporary and poorly paid jobs between long stints engaged in social and 
environmental justice events. And he may have justified his transient 
lifestyle with a passionate commitment for activism. Yet he has become a 
vocal advocate for the ancient tree, even if from the margins of society, and 
as a nomad. In this particular case, he has met, fallen in love with and 
fathered a child with a fellow activist, and they now raise their child as a 
transient couple, some of their principle support for their lifestyle being 
drawn from the social welfare system that the Australian government 
provides. 
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By comparison, a logger living in a small logging settlement close to where 
the ancient karri tree stands believes that the felling of this tree is good and 
righteous. He holds the view that ‘an honest day’s work deserves an honest 
day’s pay’ and as a consequence embraces the ‘grist for the mill’ nature of a 
logging career. Further, being immersed in a culture of short-term material 
pursuits, he is convinced that the personal profit gained through logging is 
not only a worthy means of making a living but also guarantees work and 
supports a culture of logging for present and future generations of loggers in 
his local community (he himself the son and grandson of a logging family 
who has been an integral part of his community for generations). For this 
logger, felling ancient trees permits him to tend to the material needs of his 
family and household, loved one’s and friends beyond his own home, as 
well as generating profits for his employer and wealth for the region that he 
calls home. He ignores the ethereal revelations that one might discover in an 
ancient forest because the karri tree is, to him, a ‘commodity’—a means to 
an end as he steps forth in the reassurance that a man get’s from his life 
what he works hard to achieve. In doing, so the logger has effectively 
avoided the ‘deep consciousness’ that bonds the ancient karri tree, the forest 
and the myriad living things they support, with the self (Drengson 1993: 
150-151). In short, the logger does not identify with the tree’s intrinsic value 
and is willing to extend his deep care and caring only as far as his 
immediate points of reference—his family, his community, his employee 
and himself. He resists the pull to contemplate his relationship with the 
ancient tree or the forest where it dwells. He is also closed off from 
transforming his relationship with the tree from an instrumental to a broader 
relational significance. In other words, the logger has not been ecologised.  
 
When we are truly ecocentric, then the full spectrum of deeper, broader and 
wider considerations are factored into our values and actions. To borrow 
from Alan Drengson (1997a: 239, 242), we need to adopt a ‘whole system’ 
approach to forestry that is multidimensional; one that accommodates the 
environmental, recreational, aesthetic, productive and spiritual aspects of the 
karri tree and the forest within which it stands in ways that ‘… promote 
deep forest wisdom, forest health and biological and cultural diversity … 
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[adapting] human activities to the values these systems can sustain in 
perpetuity’ (Drengson and Taylor 2009: 1-2). This is a deep ecologically 
inspired approach to forest management that Drengson and Taylor (2009: 3) 
refer to as Wild Foresting or: 
 
… any responsible use of forests that appreciates, is attuned to and learns from their 
wild energies and wisdom … connects Indigenous knowledge systems with 
contemporary ecological knowledge … reconciles the needs of the Earth with those 
of humans … unites a great variety of practices tailored by local people to the 
characteristics and values of unique forest places around the world … respects local 
adaptations uniquely suited to each forest stand and place … but does not support 
large scale forest removal (Drengson and Taylor 2009: 1; also see: Ch. 3, fn. 4).  
 
These perspectives are ecosophical; they awaken the human heart, ignite a 
spiritual connection with place and reconnect us to the ‘love power flowing 
through all beings (Drengson and Taylor 2009: 2). When adopted by an 
individual, such perspectives facilitate their ecologisation regardless of their 
particular allegiance to forest preservation or forestry. In this way, the 
differences between the activist and the logger are not as severe as they may 
at first appear. Both men express considerable levels of care and caring. 
Both men are passionate and forthright. They each advocate for their 
convictions earnestly. They are both determined to make a good life for 
themselves and those they care for to the extent that they each have crafted 
the scope of that image in their respective minds’ eyes. The activist is an 
idealist where the logger is a pragmatist. The two men are both good men, 
and yet they stand of opposite sides of a contested debate, the life of a grand 
old karri tree hanging in the balance. As I have demonstrated above, the 
activist has passed through a process of reawakening his intellectual, 
material and spiritual awareness of his place in the ecological complexities 
of life, where the logger has not. The difference between the two men is not 
one of good versus bad, or right versus wrong. Rather, the issue that 
distinguishes the two men is the presence and absence of ecologisation on 
terms and in ways that both men can relate. The ADAMN model is designed 
to be of assistance in embracing a customised interpretation of 
ecologisation. 
 
The ways we engage with the world are subjective. For example, the 
motives and intended outcomes of both the activist and the logger are 
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caring, although they stand in apparent opposition in practice. While it is 
important to acknowledge the subjectivity of each view, the relational space 
between these two seemingly oppositional views is of most interest here. 
When we explore the relational space between Others and the self, our 
apparent oppositional views illuminate different ways an individual can 
identify with (and care for) the same karri tree. In both cases, caring is 
present and shaped by the subjectivity of the individual. The activist directs 
his care and caring towards protecting and preserving the tree. His 
identification is bonded to the tree’s enduring survival and in this sense he 
has identified with the tree biocentrically. For the logger, the tree is an 
instrument (with use-value) and in this sense he has identified with the tree 
anthropocentrically. The relational distance between the tree and himself 
enables him to identify with the tree in the context of the benefits it brings 
to the flourishing of his family, his community and himself. His 
identification is conflated with the tree’s felling rather than its preservation.  
 
Ecological masculinism is not restricted to a conceptual declaration of 
caring, nor the framework for a praxis that I described through the ADAMN 
model. This third part of ecological masculinism builds on Parts 1 and 2 by 
elucidating the diverse and tangible applications of this ecologised 
masculinities theory and its accompanying praxes, resulting in a plurality of 
ecomen. Recall that the pluralist path to ecomasculinities that I subscribe to 
follows in the footsteps of Arne Naess’s (1973: 99) reference to ecosophy T 
and Karen Warren’s (2000: 43) ‘quilted ecofeminisms’. The ecoman is not a 
single archetype. He is not necessarily the radical tree activist defying 
corporate capitalism or the loyal logger protecting and providing for his 
family while generating great profits for his employee. He is in fact both 
men; the man who cares and is caring across the broadest of politicised 
terrains. He is sensitive to the needs, wants and intrinsic rights of present 
and future generations of all life but he may then be in need of support to 
broaden the scope and scale of his care and caring for those with whom he 
is in immediate relationship. He has developed a rich emotional vocabulary 
while embracing the value of abstract thinking. He engages with Others 
compassionately. He educated himself about his world. He is willing to 
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assume leadership within his family and his community, growing 
proactively through the process. He prioritises the welfare of all Others and 
himself–concurrently. He embodies both humanistic and ecocentric 
worldviews. His is flexible, responsive, and attentive to his beliefs and those 
of others. This ecoman has full access to his care for others and expresses 
his caring with consideration for Others and himself (after all, none of us is 
obliged to extend our efforts towards all Others all of the time).  
 
Ecomasculinity P  
In drawing the threads of ecological masculinism together in Part 3, I relate 
this example to my own experience of masculine ecologisation. I use my 
own experience of masculine ecologisation as one way that ecomasculinities 
might arise. In doing so I describe the pathway to a plurality of 
ecomasculinities reflective of the masculine ecologisation process that I 
introduce here. My particular ecomasculinity is termed ecomasculinity P 
(borrowing from Naess’s Ecosophy T—where ‘P’ reflects my first name 
‘Paul’ and distinguishes my ecomasculinity praxis from that of someone 
else). I give my particular journey towards my unique ecomasculinity 
further attention in the Epilogue that follows. Here, I introduce the concept 
as it relates to the three-part programme for ecological masculinism. 
 
The term ecomasculinity P captures my personal circumstances that have 
shaped my particular ecologisation process. My politics and praxes are my 
own and are not offered here as the one ‘true’ and ‘only’ model for the 
ecoman to which I subscribe. Instead, I present my own ecologisation with 
the intention of grounding ecological masculinism in a framework for a 
plurality of praxes that the Johns and Jonathans, the activists and loggers, 
and individuals like myself can consider adopting. Indeed, to complete this 
dissertation, it has been necessary for me to live the experience I have 
theorised—I formalise the framework for ecomasculinities in the context of 
my own growth and development from malestream man to ecoman. 
 
It is vital to note that my pathway to ecomasculinity, my ecomasculinity P, 
is one way to achieve such a non-prescriptive transition from daring to 
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caring as a viable alternative to malestream norms. I offer this third example 
of the practical application of ecological masculinism as a reflection of the 
ways that I have conceptually identified with, contemplated on, and 
transformed my life from malestream to ecologised masculinity in practical 
terms that work for my own life circumstances. These steps in my 
ecologisation process had particular relevance for me and will, I hope, 
provide further guidance for others as they embrace masculine 
ecologisation. I explore my journey towards my ecomasculinity as four 
phases in the context of my own life. I offer them to further demonstrate the 
practical pathways of ecomasculinities as they might arise from the 
theoretical framework of ecological masculinism I have explicated. They 
are reflective of the journey that any man might take along his path of 
ecologisation, providing the final and practical manifestation of the 
masculine ecologisation process that webs ecological masculinism theory 
with the tangible pluralism of a plethora of ecomen.  
 
My particular ecologisation process arose through a series of stages of 
growth and development, which I offer here as further guidance for the 
ecologising man. They represent the transition from theory to practice that I 
believe we need for modern Western men and masculine identities to 
proactively support a deep green future. I refer to this series of awakenings 
as a ‘Pathway to ecomasculinities’ in Figure 6.3 below: 
 
Identification 
Contemplation 
Transformation 
 
 
 
 
ecomasculinity 
 
Figure 6.3: Pathway to ecomasculinities 
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A deep green future cannot be one that only welcomes the masculinities 
scholar ruminating for years on the nuances of masculine ecologisation. He 
must not only be the social or environmental radical living on the fringes of 
societies social morays. He cannot only be defined by his ability to perform 
the ‘manly’ task of logging old growth trees sustainably. He will not arise in 
the subconscious of the man addicted to alcohol, drugs, pornography and 
violence, who pities himself and languishes in pubs wryly castigating 
passers-by in order to get a laugh. Nor will he easily emerge through the 
charismatic fog of sex appeal, money and material success that will 
similarly medicate him from his deeper and broader contributions to the 
common good of his closest relationships, his family company, or the 
impact that company has on the world. The kind of man I am calling for is 
any one of these men whose care and caring has been (re)awakened by 
embracing his own unique interpretation of ecological masculinism. That 
kind of man, as an ecoman, is dedicated to living a life of service to the 
common good of all life that begins with coming home to himself. From 
there, he can be of service to others and himself as a congruent man, a 
relational man and ecoman; one who makes viable contributions to our 
pressing need for a deep green future. 
 
On reflection of the ADAMN model this pathway to ecomasculinities 
became an essential ingredient in wedding masculine ecologisation theory 
with the need for tangible ecologised masculine alternatives to modern 
Western malestream norms. 
 
Identification 
The lens through which I am looking at the world is the product of the ways 
I identify with Others. Indeed, it is precisely because of our individual 
subjectivity that the conclusions we each come to vary considerably. Our 
subjectivity is the product of our individual unique life circumstances. It has 
considerable bearing on our thoughts, words and actions, and thereby our 
interpretation of the world within which we are immersed. Pluralism is an 
inevitable bedfellow of the human condition.  
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An awareness of this subjectivity has been a great lubricant for me as a 
relational man. When I consciously engage with the world through this 
‘subjective self-identification’, I am better able to conclude that the 
goodness or badness, the rightness or wrongness, the daring or caring, or the 
morality or immorality of a particular thought, word or deed is a product of 
the subjective space that exists between the Other and myself. I am also then 
reminded that the ground between us is the product of mutual interpretations 
reflective of those respective subjectivities. These value-laden judgements 
can be similar or discrete. The product of their respective influence on the 
relational ground between the Other and myself shape the ways we are each 
able to identify with the other.  
 
For instance, consider again the question of felling or protecting the karri 
tree. Should I protect or fell the ancient karri tree? By protecting it, I might 
disrupt the logger’s productivity (which could generate fear that he may not 
be able to support his family) or generate anger (because he might be 
offended by being told that logging is ‘bad’ or ‘wrong’). I might cause the 
logger frustration by preventing him from doing what he knows how to do 
well and is paid handsomely for, that being to fell trees. On the other hand, 
the logger destroys the life of a living thing that has a particular 
magnificence while also removing its possibility of reproductive, ecological 
or aesthetic significance for future generations of many different living 
beings that are part of the ecosystem where it dwells. As an activist, I cause 
the logger harm. But I can also cause harm to the relationship between my 
partner and myself on account of my frequent absences on actions high in 
the karri forest canopy—my partner and my child are similarly caused to 
suffer through my absence on the just cause. As the logger I cause the tree 
and possibly the activist harm. Is it appropriate or not to fell the old-growth 
karri tree?  The moral tension that exists between these two opposing 
positions is palpable.  
 
My response to questions of this nature hinges on the degree to which I can 
identify with the myriad relational complexities that exist in the exchange. 
In this example, the stronger the relational bond between myself and the 
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tree, the stronger the interdependency between us, and the more able I am to 
intrinsically value it along with myself. Similarly, the stronger my relational 
bond with my family the stronger is my pull to protect and provide for them 
whether I am logger or activist. For me, the paradoxical tension between the 
activist and the logger dissipates when I remember that all men are born 
good and possess an infinite capacity to care and be caring, and that the 
specific manifestations of that care and caring will be subjectively 
expressed. In this way I am able to reconcile the widest possible spectrum of 
apparently contradictory worldviews.  
 
More broadly identifying with the Other beyond traditional subjective 
constraints is the first step in the praxis of ecologisation. Next, we must 
contemplate the significance of that relational space. 
 
Contemplation 
Contemplation refers to the willingness and ability to reflect on the 
relational significance of the Other with the self. It empowers us to arrive at 
individually and morally defined conclusions about the world. These 
morally defined conclusions can occur suddenly, such as through an 
epiphany. They can also occur through a protracted personal journey such as 
meditation, deep thought, the writing of a doctoral dissertation, or the 
simple passage of time. Western social norms rarely encourage us to 
contemplate in these ways. An instrumental, valuative and material 
approach to the world is in fact dependent upon denying ourselves the 
benefits of contemplation. This process of denial has gained precedence 
throughout the West in this post-industrial era as instant gratification has 
gained even higher premiums to benchmark our successes. I believe that the 
marginalisation of contemplation is one core cause for our social and 
environmental problems. We are not taking sufficient time to notice the rich 
textured ground that exists between our respective subjectivities.  
 
I am ecologically trained and as a consequence have come to see the world 
both socially and environmentally as the product of a rich tapestry of 
relationships. Consistent with this ecologically inspired training, I deepen 
371 
my knowledge of the world through contemplation. In my particular case, 
this is the consequence of a yogic practice of mind, body and spirit, which 
intersects with my proclivity for deep thinking. This has been met by my 
scholarly training as an ecophilosopher whose task it is to ruminate on the 
nuances of the human/Nature relationship. These two aspects of my 
particular life experience encourage me to give consideration to the 
relationships that exist between all Others and myself on a deeper level; to 
note the richness, the fragility, the significance and the impermanence of the 
web of relationship within which we are all immersed. Through these 
relational contemplations, I am reminded of the fact that to speak of a tree 
purely in instrumental terms is to deny that tree’s intrinsic value and its 
important role in the ecosystem of which it plays an integral part. After all, 
aside from their great symbolic value and stature, trees provide many 
ecological benefits over multiple generations: they are, for example, habitat 
to many other species; they help build topsoil; they help protect the Earth’s 
health and wellbeing from the damaging effects of climate change by 
trapping carbon in their cellular structures, and so forth. I similarly 
recognise, that the tree’s preservation may well be contestable in the context 
of jobs and the pursuits of profits. If I only address the needs of the tree, I 
run the risk of ignoring the equally important needs of the logger, his family 
and his community. When I contemplate the broader implications that exist 
on either side of the activist/logger debate, I find it difficult to criticise 
either position because I can perceive the common ground between both 
views; the relational space between the two views is unified by a 
fundamental presence of care and caring, with very different pressures at-
play and resultant outcomes for the activist, the logger, and thereby the 
tree.23 Both views are good and righteous, but for very different reasons. 
Through a contemplative approach to this dilemma, I am reminded that 
there is sameness as much as there is difference between the two views as 
the tree’s life hangs in the balance; that sameness is built on the presence of 
care and caring, either broadly defined in biocentric sense, or narrowly 
defined in the anthropocentric sense, but present in both instances none-the-
less.  
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Contemplation permits me to tease apart these details and then come to my 
own unique conclusion about the issue at-hand and what stand I will take in 
it. To ecologise the masculine self, the environmental activist dedicated to 
saving the karri tree will benefit by clarifying the status of his relationship 
with the tree. He ecologises by bringing into his consciousness what he 
knows about the tree. This inner knowing is not necessarily a rational act 
even though it can begin with an ecologist’s synopsis of Eucalyptus 
diversicolor. Beyond the pragmatic science of knowing about the Karri’s 
ecology, the deep knowing I am referring to here includes the suite of 
thoughts, feelings and intuitions that define the activist’s broader and 
relational awareness of the tree, which in turn shapes his actions. Through 
this synopsis of his thoughts, feelings and intuitions about the karri, the 
activist may feel love and admiration for this tree. Indeed, merely standing 
in the presence of this karri may lift his spirits, bonding him to past, present 
and future generations of many different species affected by the tree’s 
existence. He may also contemplate the ways that his relationship with the 
tree affects his exchanges with Others, inspiring him to honour all life. This 
identification with the tree may drive him to act for its preservation. He may 
do so in ways that negatively affect non-tree Others. He may act on his 
disdain towards the would-be logger of the tree by spiking its trunk, while 
his female partner supplies him his meal and cares for their child in his 
absence to ‘fight the good fight’. His relationship with the tree may well be 
motivated by his profound care for its wellbeing, along with his promise to 
his child that they too will be able to share in the tree’s magnificence as a 
consequence of his caring actions.  
 
However, if the activist spikes the tree, is he doing so as a direct action or a 
violent action? Is he setting a trap for the logger that might well result in the 
logger’s injury or death or is he intentionally revealing his actions to direct 
the outcome of the logger’s intent away from felling the tree?24 Further, 
does spiking the tree render it vulnerable to disease? Does the activist then 
run the risk of harming the entire forest through the spread of that disease 
should it take hold? Does the fuel the activists consumes when travelling to 
and from the logging coupe (which adds to global warming) diminish the 
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benefits of his presence in that forest or the carbon that the tree sequesters? 
In raising such broader questions, the intent behind a spiking action 
becomes paramount; distinguishing violent action as daring and more of the 
same hypermasculinism has been instrumental in creating the social and 
environmental problems we now face, versus a direct action that is imbued 
with deep, broad and wide care and caring for all parties affected in 
embedded scales of considerations from self (activist), to other individuals 
(other activists and loggers), communities (families of loggers, logging 
towns, milling companies and the general public) and the Earth (the tree and 
forest ecosystems within which it is an integral part). Indeed, what 
alternatives to tree spiking might arise that support the preservation of the 
tree while not harming the activist nor the logger; that prioritise the 
sustainability of communities on both sides of the action, while maximising 
the potential of saving the tree from felling? Further, would the activist not 
be failing to fully address the consequences of his actions by leaving such 
deeper and broader contemplations unattended? And does his stance against 
logging leave him in an oppositional position to another man with whom he 
is more similar than he is different where he to avoid these deeper 
contemplations? These are challenging questions to reconcile. In the 
absence of deep questioning, what do we really know about the impacts of 
an action on Others and ourselves? This broader consideration of the 
relational exchanges between all Others and the self is encouraged at this 
contemplative stage of an emerging ecomasculinity. To deepen our 
relational care and caring for all Others and the self, I have come to the 
conclusion that we must take the time to deeply contemplate those 
relationships, dwell on their significance, gain insight into the lives of 
Others even when substantially different from our own, and in doing so we 
strengthen our relational significance to them and they to ourselves. Such is 
the broader and contemplative approach I take when considering the ways I 
might act in response to a situation or relationship that matters to me. And 
when I do, I find myself noting sameness more than difference, connection 
more opposition, and the presence of care and caring in the Other, along 
with my care and caring for them. Such contemplations liberate me from the 
pull to blame, shame and make others wrong; I am instead compelled to 
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humble myself and take my place in the morass of life, which is an 
ecosystem of energetic as much as literal relationships. 
 
Contemplation facilitates a transformative approach to my relational life. 
For this reason I turn my attention towards transformation next. 
 
Transformation 
Transformation represents the shift from the daring parameters of 
malestream norms to a more flexible and broader, or ecological, sensitivity 
that encourages us to care and be caring for all Others and the self. This 
might be considered the stage in ecologisation through which I am able to 
‘flip the switch’—so to speak—from a space of judgement and separation to 
one of attentive listening and relational connectivity. If we turn again to our 
example of the activist and the logger, we can presume that the activist’s sit 
in the branches of an ancient karri tree is an ultimate act of benevolent care 
and caring. But it is also a daring act that defies the logging company’s 
mandate to fell the tree that grows on land deeded to it. Protecting the tree 
or felling it does amplify the need to be broadly considerate of the impact of 
one’s actions on others when taking a stand on an issue. Preserving the tree 
through acts of defiance towards the logging company and the logger may 
justify daring defiance simply because ancient karri is worthy of 
preservation in its own right in reflection of its intrinsic value separate from 
its use for humans. In this way, the activist becomes a human extension of 
the tree’s fighting for itself in the context of economic and environmental 
discourses, in which it could not otherwise participate—as supporters of the 
deep ecology movement, such as John Seed have suggested (Seed 1988).25 
However, when the broader costs of the activist’s actions are considered, 
staging a weeks’ to months-long protest to save an ancient tree (or a forest) 
may be difficult to justify. This does not negate the importance of taking a 
stand to preserve or protect the tree—indeed to do so would take 
considerable daring, in the same way that running a chainsaw through the 
massive trunk of the ancient karri would as well. There is important and 
broader insight that can be gained by standing in the ambivalence between 
the two positions; identifying and contemplating the deeper implications of 
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one’s thoughts, words and deeds, which may then facilitate a transformative 
experience that transcends the ‘rightness’ and ‘wrongness’ of either position 
and substitutes this polarisation with more sameness than difference. In 
effect, masculine care and caring has the power to be a great unifier. 
 
The transformative power of identifying with and contemplating the 
significance of my relationship with an ancient karri emerges through the 
ecological awareness of the broader issues at play. In other words, I feign 
the temptation to compartmentalise the two views in the wake of seeking the 
common ground between them—which is woven with care and caring in 
both cases. I find that I am steeped in the process of broader ecologisation 
when the nuances of this example are teased apart. Indeed, and as I have 
described it above, the fundamental differences between an activist and a 
logger collapse when I am able to note the care and caring in both 
worldviews. Further, it is through my relational connection to the other 
regardless of their apparent position in this instance that I am able to 
instigate greater change—after-all, hostility towards someone makes for 
difficult conditions for a mutually respectful discourse. Holding this view 
that prioritises connectivity is fundamentally relational—it is the 
transformative substance of the ecoman. And it is from this place of 
ecological awakening that I am better able to reconcile the relational 
tensions between the activist and the logger that dwells within myself. 
 
The task of the ecomasculinist is to reach beyond the apparent impasses that 
such dilemmas present. These three aforementioned stages bring us to a 
point of action that can supersede the pull to reactively severe connectivity 
with others whose views may differ from my own or drive me towards the 
numbness of apathy. What emerges instead is a transformative resolution 
that encourages the honouring of both daring with caring aspects of the 
circumstance at hand. The resultant expressions of the self are daringly 
courageous, powerful, as well as caringly connective, thoughtful, 
compassionate and inclusive; they facilitate integrated and healthy 
interactions between Others and the self that are not characteristic of 
malestream masculinities, but rather bring forth the healthy aspects of the 
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authentic man driven to act in accordance with a deep appreciation for his 
relationships with all Others.  Such a man, who prioritises an intricate web 
of relationships that affect our every exchange with human and other-than-
human Other is a transformed man—an ecoman. 
 
Masculine Ecologisation and Ecomasculinities 
As I have demonstrated above, an individual can progress along their unique 
path towards their particular ecomasculinities by identifying with, 
contemplating on, and then transforming the relational space between 
Others and themselves. In these ways, they are more able to bring a broader 
sense of care and caring to the fore that reaches beyond the discrete 
positionalities that are commonplace in our lives. In this sense, 
ecomasculinity as the practical application of ecological masculinism is 
plural, reaching across the broadest of positionalities by awakening care and 
caring in men regardless of their particular personal or political affiliations.  
 
Throughout this chapter, I introduced ecological masculinism. I have 
discussed the ways that an ecologised masculinities theory can support the 
emergence of ecomen—both conceptually and practically. Here I have 
aspired to remember the innate goodness, care and caring capacities of all 
human beings, even the logger that threatens to fell a majestic and ancient 
karri tree whose life and stature I find aw-inspiring. I identify the sorts of 
relationships I am having with Others seeking commonalities rather than 
points of difference. Cultivating a demeanour of deep and broad care for all 
Others and the self has become my particular manifestation of masculine 
ecologisation. Seeking to create a life of service to others as a man of 
congruence has been physically, emotionally and spiritually demanding and 
enriching for me. Finding and maintaining the balance in this Other/self 
nexus has become a lifelong project.  
 
My intention throughout Chapter 6 has been to illuminate the conceptual 
and practical nuances of ecological masculinism and its associated praxes. 
Here, I have stepped through the ecological masculinism process as I have 
conceptualised and applied it. I have offered ecological masculinism as a 
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new theoretical framework, and ecomasculinities as a suite of pluralised 
praxes, in order to instigate what I hope will become a new conversation 
about men, masculinities and Nature that follows in the footsteps of the 
three main subfields of environmental thought I have discussed previously. 
In this sense, ecological masculinism is offered as a fourth ecosophy that 
supports men’s care and caring for all Others and the self. In Chapter 7, I 
will draw my conclusions about my proposed masculine ecologisation 
process. There, I will also suggest some possible future directions that this 
new discourse might take.  
 
                                                
 
1 The ‘first force’ in psychology is credited to the behavioural thinking of Ivan Pavlov, John 
Watson, along with British empiricists, logical positivists and the operationalists. The 
‘second force’ in psychology is credited to the psychoanalytical thinking of Sigmund 
Freud, Alfred Adler, Erik Erikson, Erich Fromm, Karen Horney, Carl Jung, Melanie Klein, 
Otto Rank, Harry Stack Sullivan and others (Maslow 1971a: 3-4, Association for 
Humanistic Psychology 2001). In fact, Maslow himself, reached beyond the humanistic 
tradition as a ‘third force’ in psychology by declaring that ‘I am Freudian and I am 
behaviouristic and I am humanistic, and as a matter of fact I am developing what might be 
called a fourth psychology of transcendence as well’ to include all three traditions into a 
‘larger subordinate structure’ (Maslow 1971a: 4).  
 
2 Jackins served as ‘International Reference Person’ until his death in 1999. His son Tim 
Jackins currently serves in that capacity. 
 
3 RC does not consider its self to be therapeutic in the first instance, but rather aims to 
facilitate a deep dedication to a broad social and environmental justice agenda, making it an 
ideal foundational resource for the ways I propose we think about men and masculinities in 
the West. Indeed, the techniques and information offered by RC prioritise sustainable 
community development, the liberation of all peoples from all distresses, and the 
preservation of the Earth, through statements such as this: 
 
It is crucial that as many of us as possible make the move to functioning on the basis 
of our intelligence rather than on the basis of distress recordings (... all the 
information ... that get’s bound together in an unusable glob during a distress 
experience and then is played over and over ... in an inappropriate response to a 
similar-enough new situation). We need to begin to think about our total 
environment with as much care and devotion and effort as we have ever in the past 
turned on any beloved individual. Defense of our environment is crucial for the very 
survival and existence of life in general (Jackins 1999: 2-3).  
 
Currently, there are over 270 localised RC communities in 93 countries, more than a 
million people having learned the technique the fundamental techniques of the movement 
and approximately 15,000 are current and active members. The movement continues to 
offer liberation theories and practices to people through localised community collectives, 
which are centrally organised from the RC headquarters in Seattle, Washington. 
 
4 This RC peer listening technique guides its practitioners towards ‘liberation’, which might 
also be considered synonymous with the state of self-awakening that many proponents 
(both spiritual and psychological) have advocated, from Buddha and yogis through to 
Maslow to Naess. Common to all these various techniques is the desire to recover the full 
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self, which is innately good. The opportunity to be listened to can create safe conditions for 
a man to clear or ‘discharge’ his feelings so that he can work towards creating a rational 
world for all: one that is caring towards others. I have trained in the use of these peer 
listening techniques for more than fifteen years and have found this technique to be a 
powerful and alternative ontology for Western men precisely because it offers men 
opportunities to acknowledge and experience their feelings and reclaim their fuller 
humanness.  
 
5 I do acknowledge that there are many instances where an individual would need intensive 
therapeutic support to address past hurts, which RC is not intended to reconcile. In these 
instances, the many ‘professional’ options available through standard mental health 
services and systems ought to be consulted. For example, RC would well complement other 
‘professional’ humanistic approaches to therapeutic support for individuals. 
 
6 i.e. freed from distresses caused by early hurts, as distinct from a more traditional 
definition of the term, which suggests increased logic and pragmatism. 
 
7 Currently, malestream norms encourage men to ‘otherise’ Others through the complex 
working of the related structures of hubris and hegemony. These malestream norms 
paradoxically accentuate the likelihood that men’s lives are compromised by the very same 
systems of oppression that are designed to privilege them. This brought to light the need for 
a different perspective on modern Western maleness. The mythopoetic men’s movement 
has vocally illuminated this insight (Bliss 1995, Bly 1990, Moore 1990, Kipnis 1991b, 
Keen 1992, Kimmel 1995, Fox 2008). In his earlier version of Knights without Armor, 
Aaron Kipnis (1991b: xiv) summarised men’s responses to their own mute suffering 
through drugs, alcohol, workaholism, and sex-obsessions, which he argued were symptoms 
of an ‘immature masculinity’. He held out an alternative vision for the ‘new knight’ on the 
quest for a soulful, sensitive joyous, potent, fierce, and powerful life through their bonding 
with fellow men (Kipnis 1991b: xv). Robert Bly (1990) along with Robert Moore and 
Douglas Gillette (1990) shared the view that patriarchal domination arose because of ‘boys 
psychology’, which they linked to the Jungian archetype of puer aeternus or eternal 
boyishness, often resulting in the abuse of Others and the self. They advocated instead for 
the rise of a mature and initiated masculine self that would access a mature masculine 
psyche (Walker 2002: 159). Matthew Fox (2008: xxv-xxvi) sought ten archetypal 
awakenings for the ‘Sacred Masculine’ in response to men’s persistent struggles with the 
two ‘original wounds’ of shame and aggression; a journey he hoped would empower men 
to reclaim their manhood form the systemic clutches of corporations, the media and 
politicians. For D. Joseph Jacques (2010: 7), modern Western men need an updated ethic of 
maleness that he called Chivalry-Now. His thinking on codes of conduct for the modern 
man was guided by a deep commitment to his martial arts practice, which borrowed from 
the medieval knight archetype and guided him to advocate for a life of service for the 
greater good. For Jacques, such a life is awash with concern for Others, is humble, truthful, 
willing defend the downtrodden, respectful of women, a champion for justice, is faithful, 
loyal, averse to gossip and scandal, generous, forgiving, courteous and honourable. 
 
8 The Human Male: A Men’s Liberation Draft Policy is one of many materials published 
for RC practitioners and the public (International Re-evaluation Counseling Communities 
2010a). Additionally, the RC journal series for men titled Men, had four editions, 
consecutively published by Chuck Esser ed. (1977, 1981, 1985) and John Irwin ed. (1989). 
No further journals have been produced specifically focusing on the impact of societal 
oppression on men by dominant society through the RC lens. Various individual articles 
about men’s lived experiences and how the RC tools and practices can address them have 
however been published in the movements general journal titled Present Time (The 
International Re-evaluation Counseling Communities 2010b).  
 
Note that acclaimed Canadian counselor Vance Peavy contributed voluminously to our 
understanding of mutual counseling through the development of a similar approach to 
Jackins. Peavy’s (1979) Mutual aid counselling: the helper principle at work similarly 
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emphasised the role of mentoring relationships between both parties in a counseling 
exchange resulting in a: 
 
… relatively equal exchange of questions and comments; and, as it grows further, an 
effective mentoring relationship evolves with the partner taking the lead and acting 
as a mentor to his or her mentor. Eventually, an observer would be unable to 
determine which person was the partner and which person was the mentor (Carr 
2012). 
 
Peavey’s intention was to create a ‘wisdom-based’ working relationship between the 
‘helper’ and ‘help-seeker’ that emphasised their common humanity along with a climate of 
mutual respect for differences (Peavy 2004: 20, 26-27). Notably, this wisdom-based 
counselling advocated a rise of the following core elements through SocioDynamic 
Counselling: 
 
• A reality-seeking attitude 
• Acquiring a perspective of non-reactive acceptance 
• Holistic Perception 
• An understanding of the oneness of all human life with all other forms of life and 
the natural universe 
• Actions that benefit others and result in being ‘good’ and doing ‘good’ for the 
world (Peavy 2004: 29-31) 
 
These elemental outcomes are similar to those espoused by Harvey Jackins and the 
International Re-Evaluation Counseling Communities (IRCC). 
 
9 The RC men’s liberation policy was in fact preceded by a series of four journals published 
by RC’s Rational Island publishers, which summarised RC thinking on the situation for 
men in modern Western society and how we might effectively address men’s oppression by 
facilitating men’s liberation in alignment with the RC model (Esser ed. 1977, Esser ed. 
1981, Esser ed. 1985, Irwin ed. 1989). I do not intend to provide a critique nor an 
expansion on this series of publications that chronicle RC’s thinking on men, society and 
Nature. Instead, I refer the reader to these publications which I consider to be adequate for 
the purposes of this dissertation in supporting a liberatory approach to thinking about men, 
masculine identities and their impacts on society and Nature as I formulate here as my 
principal task is to forge forth from these foundations to construct an ecologised 
masculinities theory and praxis that draws on what I consider to be solid foundations 
(Jackins 1970; also see: Jackins 1999). 
 
10 For an overview of the Re-evaluation Counseling movement, see The International Re-
evaluation Counseling Communities’ (IRCC) website at http://www.rc.org. 
 
11 In Chapter 1 (fn. 15), I introduced Alice Miller’s psychoanalytical contributions to our 
understandings of child abuse. It is useful to highlight that Miller’s notions of adoring the 
child holds some considerable relevance to Jackins’ ‘innate goodness’ theory. In The 
Untouched Key, Miller (1990: 167-170) raised ten ‘proofs’ that childhood trauma is in fact 
a society-wide scourge that has planetary implications, suggesting that children ought to be 
viewed as: 
 
… born to grow, to develop, to live, to love, and to articulate their needs and 
feelings for their self-protection … [since] their development [hinges on] … respect 
and protection of adults who take them seriously, love them, and honestly help them 
… [and] … when abused for the sake of adults’ needs [by] being exploited, beaten, 
punished, taken advantage of, manipulated, neglected, or deceived … their integrity 
will be lastingly impaired. … [naturally resulting in] … anger and pain … 
[d]isassociation … helplessness, despair, longing, anxiety … and destructive acts 
against others … or … themselves …[As adult they] direct acts of revenge for their 
mistreatment in childhood against their own children, whom they use as scapegoats. 
…[Instead] mistreated children … at least once in their life [must] come in contact 
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with a person who knows without any doubt that the environment, not the helpless, 
battered child, is at fault. … [But] society has protected the adult and blamed the 
victim. … [encouraging] children … to blame themselves [and] … these traumatic 
experiences … are stored up in the body … exert[ing] their influence even in 
adulthood … [which] must not be denied. 
 
Through her counter therapies, Miller implored us to protect, respect and treat children with 
honesty so that they grow into adults who are intelligent, responsive, empathetic, and 
highly sensitive. Such insights are as relevant for the healthy development of caring boys as 
much as they are for the care that can flow more freely through girls. 
 
12 RC’s peer listening promises a similar degree of self-recovery to that espoused by Alice 
Miller (1997: 1-2) in The Drama of the Gifted Child, where the traumas of the past are not 
denied but are seen as hurts from which we can recover in order to regain lost integrity, and 
that this can be achieved through embodied self-reflection that raises our awareness and 
enables us to embrace a responsibility for ourselves that is transformative. 
 
13 As an example, in the United States, posters at many post offices exhort men between the 
ages of 18 and 25 years to ‘Do the Right Thing-Men’. This means registering in that 
country’s selective service system for military service, should a draft be activated during 
times of national emergency or war. 
 
14 The consequences of malestream norms have served as reactions against feminist 
critiques of masculine domination. Consequently, and since the early stages of the men’s 
movement, some men have been on the defensive against the liberation of women and the 
preservation of Nature (Chapple and Talbot 1990, Thomas 1993, Farrell 1994). RC contests 
these reactive positions as fundamentally distressed, offering its peer-support techniques to 
help men liberate themselves of such views.  
 
15 For the purposes of this dissertation, a precept is a rule or principle prescribing a course 
of action or conduct.  
 
16 As mentioned in Chapter 1, an excellent summary of Humanistic Psychology and its 
relevance to ecological concerns (esp. in reference to ‘transpersonal ecology’) is in 
Warwick Fox’s Towards a Transpersonal Ecology: Developing New Foundations for 
Environmentalism (1990: 289-299). Fox built on Maslow’s humanistic psychology and the 
lessons of ecosophers George Sessions, Bill Devall, Andrew McLaughlin, Alan Drengson, 
Michael Zimmerman, Neil Evernden, John Livingston, John Rodman, Joanna Macy, David 
Rothenberg, Freya Mathews, Robert Aiken and John Seed, to draft a transpersonal ecology 
that ‘ involves the realisation of a sense of self that extends beyond (or that is trans-) one’s 
egoic, biographical, or personal sense of self’ (Fox 1990: 197, 225-242). 
 
17 Take, for example, the underground resistance movements that agitated Nazism during 
World War II (Miller et al. 2010). Participating in that movement would have demanded 
considerable daring from both men and women.  
 
18 Recall that I have also been influenced by the embodied process work of the mythopoets, 
in the same way that I have been influenced by the astute socio-political analysis of 
profeminist masculinities theorists. 
 
Drawing from the wisdom of archetypal psychology and the mythopoeia men’s movement, 
men can, through integration of their relationships with Others, embody the qualities of 
such benevolent archetypes as the honourable King, the discerning Warrior, the brilliant 
Magician or the impassioned Lover (Moore 1990). These archetypes may represent 
different stages of maturation of the masculine soul. They are, arguably, simplistic. 
However, they represent a paradigmatic core of the contemporary Western men’s 
movement and ought to therefore not be discounted for their influence on the ways that 
men who are ‘working on themselves’ and engage with society from a vantage of service 
formulate the masculinist experience.  
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19 Returning to the purpose of Premise 1 for a moment, I note that the task of ecologising 
each man depends on an ability to relate to the stories that reflect their respective lives in 
ways that enable them to recall the things they value and respect the most in Others and in 
themselves. In each case, the man needs to acknowledge and accept his innate goodness. 
From that point, he can begin to explore ways to care for Others and himself—
concurrently.  
 
20 The perpetration of oppression as the result of these behavioural addictions have been 
met in the internationally renowned 12-step program with the notion of ‘making amends’, 
defined by Alcoholics Anonymous (2001) as a course of action for recovery from 
addiction, compulsion or other behavioural problems (also see: Narcotics Anonymous, 
Cocaine Anonymous, Overeaters Anonymous, Co-Dependents Anonymous and Debtors 
Anonymous). 
 
21 Jeremy Bentham (1776) is credited with distinguishing Utilitarianism as a distinct school 
of philosophical thought, which, in A Fragment on Government, advocated the central 
proposition that ‘the good’ is whatever brings the greatest happiness to the greatest number 
of people (also see Ayer 1959: 161-162, Plamenatz 1966: 70, Goldworth 1969: 316-317, 
Burns 2005: 46). Bentham described ‘Utility’ as: 
 
… that property in any object, whereby it tends to produce benefit, advantage, 
pleasure, good, or happiness (all this in the present case comes to the same thing) or 
(what comes again to the same thing) to prevent the happening of mischief, pain, 
evil, or unhappiness to the party whose interest is considered (Bentham in Warnock 
ed. 2003: 18). 
 
Bentham’s maxim aimed to alleviate pain by determining the moral worth of an action 
through its ability to generate pleasure. Effectively, he argued that every action is motivated 
by the selfish desire of the individual to maximise their own pleasure, but not in the 
absolute absence of altruistic sympathy for others (Sprigge 1999: 181). In Bentham’s view, 
three sorts of duties existed: the political, the moral and the religious state of being, which 
men were compelled to adopt under the direction of the Supreme Being (Plamenatz 1966: 
68). The goodness or badness of a man along with the rightness or wrongness his actions 
was for Bentham a product of motives, intentions and circumstances that each played 
distinct roles in the actions adopted (Bentham 2000[1781]: 73, 77, Shackleton 1972, Burns 
2005). Social critic and reformer John Stuart Mill, son of Bentham’s great champion James 
Mill, moved further towards a Utilitarian state of being through his explication of 
Bentham’s ‘Greatest Happiness Principle’, which Mill the junior defined accordingly: 
 
… actions are right in proportion as they tend to promote happiness, wrong as they 
tend to produce the reverse of happiness. By happiness is intended pleasure, and the 
absence of pain; by unhappiness, pain, and the privation of pleasure (Mill in Ellery 
1964: 77). 
 
The ultimate aim of the Greatest Happiness Principle was to promote the common good; to 
improve the quantity and quality of the removal of pain and the enrichment of pleasure 
(Ellery 1964: 78, Goldworth 1969: 315).21 For John Stuart’s father James, men were 
compelled to act morally precisely because they do not live in isolation; Mill the senior 
noted that left to his own devices, the individual man will naturally seek his own pleasure. 
But given no man lives in isolation, he is forced to seek the experiences of life through the 
most comfortable of means for all. In other words, morality and immorality are defined by 
the presence of the man in a community of men (Plamenatz 1966: 101).  
  
22 Karri (Eucalyptus diversicolor) trees live from 200 to 500 years and grow to up to 90 
metres (or 300 feet) (the Earth’s third tallest and tallest hardwood tree). They are unique to 
the high rainfall southwest botanical province of Western Australia and have sought as a 
knot-free, high-density, termite-resistant lumber. 
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23 For example, the anti-Semite may be acting from a desire to attach blame for economic 
duress on a scapegoat or may possess a sense of superior ‘beingness’ rooted in a hidden 
sense of inferiority projected onto another. The misogynistic man may be acting towards 
women in ways that reflect a belief in women’s inferiority. This misogyny may have arisen 
through chauvinistic training or past disappointments in relationships with women. 
Similarly, the perpetrator of ecocide may be acting from a belief in the useful or duty-
bound right of humans to take from the Earth, disregarding the needs of non-human Others 
precisely because the Other is non-human. However, as is the case with Jews and women, it 
important to note that trees ‘have standing’ or possess a right to exist (Stone 1988[1972]). 
To restrict that beingness through beliefs that reduce the tree to mere resource might then 
be regarded as justifiably bad or wrong. But such a view is subjective. 
 
24 Ideally, the intent of such an action would be direct rather than violent.  From the 
perspective of Gandhian activism, it is advantageous to declare one’s intent to and success 
at spiking a tree to both prevent injury to the logger while also protecting the life of the tree 
from the milling company’s desire to fell it for profit. I am of the view that violent action is 
counterproductive to the environmental cause and consequently subscribe to a non-violent 
direct action approach to such dilemmas (A. R. Drengson, personal communication, July 
19, 2013). 
 
25 This is a view shared by Alan Drengson (1988: 86-87) who stated that the ontological 
aspect, which identifies us, does so in terms of specific cultural patterns, but:  
 
... does not exhaust the richer possibilities that each of us contains. The conception 
we have of ourselves as social and human beings comes to constitute an ego self, a 
self image, which is narrowly bounded and defined, and which is ultimately based 
on a rigid array of dualisms that have their basis in a subject/object dichotomy and a 
human/nature antagonism. What deep ecology directs us toward, then, is ... to 
develop our own sense of self until it becomes Self, that is, until we realize through 
deepening ecological sensibilities that each of us forms a union with the natural 
world, and that protection of the natural world is protection of ourselves.  
 
This personalised approach to Nature honouring is also intensely political, since it is not 
possible to sink deeply into an honouring of one’s own reverence for Nature without then 
revering Nature beyond the self. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      
     
 
 
CHAPTER 7  
 
 
Moving Forward by Looking Back 
 
 
The discursive key [is] community—non-hierarchical, 
cooperative, care-based community with permeable boundaries 
but with shared aspirations, webs of commonality and 
commitments to vital values such as love …  
Patsy Hallen 2006: 35 
 
 
Impermanence (Monk 2009) 
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A Deep Green Future 
Resilience is built on hope, which give us confidence and strength. 
Hope is not blind to the possibility of everything getting worse, but it is 
a choice we make when faced with challenges. Hope brings health to 
our souls and bodies. 
(Newman et al. 2009: 1) 
 
As we come to terms with the needed social and environmental transitions 
ahead, the language of sustainability is generating resilience in our 
communities, our minds, and our hearts, (Hopkins 2008, Chamberlin 2009). 
Central to the promise of this deep green future is hope—hope that we will 
adapt to the challenges ahead swiftly; hope that our responses will be 
creative; hope that those responses are inclusive of all life and flexible 
enough to adapt to the changes ahead (Suzuki and Dressel 2002, Newman 
2007, Sarkissian 2009). This hope may also hinge on the willingness and 
ability for modern Western men to care and be caring towards all Others 
and themselves.  
 
Throughout this dissertation, I have argued that we must expand beyond the 
traditional definitions of modern Western masculinity. I have demonstrated 
that a deep green future is being affronted by malestream norms and that 
men, as its prime beneficiaries, continue to reap these benefits at a terrible 
cost, not only to all Others, but to themselves as well. I have argued that the 
ways that modern Western men can conceptualise and practice masculine 
ecologisation are plural, and are essential ingredients in strong sustainability 
and thereby the enduring fecundity of the Earth. I have suggested that to 
ignore the concerns of men and masculine identities as we attempt to 
address our social and environmental problems we face is to preserve an 
ontological void in three separate but related discourses—men’s studies 
within gender studies, sustainability and ecophilosophy. I have aimed to 
bridge this gap by raising the need to ecologise modern Western men and 
masculine identities. In doing so, I have initiated a new conversation about 
the human/Nature relationship that specifically supports the ecologisation of 
modern Western men and masculine identities. I have acknowledged that 
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the three main subfields of environmental thought (deep ecology, social 
ecology and ecological feminism) offer a wealth of wisdoms as valuable 
foundational discourses that have come before this work. I have also 
insisted that our success at sustaining ourselves (and the Earth along with 
us) is dependent on men’s abilities to care and be caring towards all Others 
and themselves. I noted that these existing ecosophies still inadequately 
assist men and masculinities to centralise the degree of care and caring 
needed for a deep green future to be assured. I have also examined feminist 
theories on care to help me initiate this new conversation about men. 
 
Further, I have suggested that to achieve the social and environmental 
solutions that are so urgently needed, we must welcome in a new kind of 
man. He is a socially and politically astute man; one who is environmentally 
sensitive and emotionally, intellectually and intuitively congruent. He is a 
modern-day Green Man or ecoman who ‘gives a damn’ about all Others and 
himself, and who, until now, has been wandering quietly in the 
‘backcountry’ of the modern Western masculine experience. I 
acknowledged that planting trees, tending gardens, communing with and 
protecting Nature, and celebrating our connection with each other and the 
Earth through ritual and celebration can be important aspects of this 
reawakened ecomasculinity. I have argued that these mythopoetically 
inspired expressions of the ecoman will not sufficiently assure us of a deep 
green future unless we are also able to transform and expand the very nature 
of modern Western maleness. And I have acknowledged that we can learn 
much from the mythopoets and profeminists in finding ways to put these 
recommendations for masculine transformation in place. 
 
The product of this study has been the introduction of ecological 
masculinism as a new and combined approach to the ecologisation of 
modern Western masculinities. This new conversation gives priority to the 
liberation of women from sexism, Nature from ecocide, and men from the 
internalised superiority that characterises men’s oppression. I have proposed 
a model for the process of embodiment to accompany the theoretical 
framework of ecological masculinism, which defines and clarifies 
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ecomasculinity as a plural praxis. To underpin the theoretical foundations of 
a ‘declaration of caring’, I proceeded in the following ways.  
 
In the dissertation’s Prologue, I provided some insights into my personal 
journey, revealing the conditions that lead me to research and write about 
masculine ecologisation. 
 
In Chapter 1, I featured Richard Twine’s question about the presence or 
absence of ecomasculinity. I observed that there were little or no responses 
to Twine’s question. I took this question, and the silence that followed, as 
my mandate for this inquiry. I introduced my motivations, based on five 
foundational premises about men, goodness, care and caring, full 
humanness, and the need for an ecologised masculinities theory that 
manifests through an array of individualised praxes.  
 
In Chapter 2, I provided an overview of the literature in the masculinities 
discourse. As the male equivalent to feminism (under the meta-narrative of 
gender studies), the discourse demonstrated eight identifiable conversations 
about men, each with their own unique approach to men’s studies: socialist, 
queer, gay, profeminists, black, mythopoetic, men’s rights and Christian 
masculinities. I explored their respective characteristics, suggesting that 
they are mutually inclusive, despite being located as distinct positionalities 
on a politicised left-to-right spectrum. I noted that each positionality 
demonstrated care and caring; some reflected deep concern for issues of 
social justice, while others were deeply concerned about men’s 
psychological or spiritual welfare. This observation supported my 
contention that all men are born good and have an infinite capacity to care 
and be caring. I also noted that none of the current masculinities 
positionalities appeared to give priority to men’s care and caring for Nature. 
I suggested that this absence of environmental concerns in the masculinities 
discourse could be reconciled through an intentional ecologisation process, 
specifically designed for modern Western men and masculinities, which 
reaches across the full spectrum of the politicised terrain of the 
masculinities discourse within gender studies. 
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In Chapter 3, I provided an overview of the sustainability discourse, noting 
the absence of a gender analysis to link our social and environmental 
problems with the problems of modern Western masculinity. Drawing 
attention to this missing link, I argued the case for a transformative 
approach to sustainability—as opposed to a reformist approach. I identified 
resistance to sustainability as a masculinities problem; as the dominant 
world-view for millennia these malestream norms have been centrally 
complicit in fracturing the human/Nature relationship. I described the 
origins of this masculinities problem the hubristic and hegemonic 
prescriptions of modern Western masculinities. I then explored the 
contributions of the three main subfields of environmental thought (deep 
ecology, social ecology and ecological feminism) to our understandings of 
the human/Nature relationship. As a suite of well-grounded and 
foundational discourses, the proponents of each ecosophic tradition 
identified the urgent need for a transformation in the ways humans interact 
with and take responsibility for each other and non-human Nature. I noted, 
however, that in their particular pursuits of a more respectful and inclusive 
human/Nature relationship, the three main subfields of environmental 
thought did not guide us towards ecologisation that was specifically adapted 
to men and masculine identities. I observed that where ecological concerns 
were absent in the masculinities discourse, masculinities concerns were 
absent in deep ecology, social ecology and ecological feminism. Identifying 
this gap further supported my aim of ecologising Western men and 
masculine identities. 
 
In Chapter 4, I elaborated on notions of care and caring. I demonstrated that, 
feminist care theory offered a wealth of broad and deep scholarship on why 
and how we care and extend caring towards Others. I noted that feminist 
theories of care were characterised by a humanistic focus. I then suggested 
that feminist care theory provided sound foundations and could be adapted 
to men’s lives and constructions of masculinities. I further identified the 
importance of centralising care and caring for Nature as an integral aspect of 
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this translation of feminist care theory into the male context, citing 
examples of men as Earth carers and fathers to support my claims. 
 
In Chapter 5, I introduced my thinking on the topic of ecologising men and 
masculinities. I explored the existing but limited literature on the subject of 
men and Nature, with a particular focus on the formulations of 
ecomasculinity. This review revealed that neither scholars nor practitioners 
of existing and supposed ‘ecomasculinities’ had advanced the subject of this 
dissertation, with the exception of some peripheral references to 
ecomasculinity within the mythopoetic men’s movement championed by 
Shepherd Bliss and discussed peripherally by other lesser-known 
mythopoetic men’s movement proponents. I demonstrated that even though 
these works had predated my study, none had combined deconstructive and 
reconstructive approaches that supported men to care and being caring 
towards Nature as an alternative socio-political statement that intentionally 
subverted malestream norms.  
 
In Chapter 6, I introduced ecological masculinism and its accompanying 
pluralised praxes through a three-part programme. In Part 1 of my 
formulation of ecological masculinism, I argued that all men are born good 
and have an infinite capacity to care and be caring. I then introduced Part 2 
of my ecologised masculinities model, elaborating on the five precepts for 
ecological masculinism that I referred to as the ADAMN model. I also 
introduced Part 3 of my ecologisation process: the four steps (identification, 
contemplation, transformation and ecomasculinity) that I consider to be 
essential if ecological masculinism is to transform men and masculine 
identities towards greater care and caring in practical terms. As the practical 
manifestation of ecological masculinism, a pluralised interpretation of 
ecomasculinity was introduced in order to encourage the ecoman to pass 
through these stages in order to support the life preserving actions of the 
emerging ecoman. 
 
In the Epilogue that follows, I will return again to my personal journey in 
order to frame the dissertation as a process of discovery that grew into a 
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new and ecologised masculinities theory, which I hope will make it more 
possible for greater care and caring to emerge amongst all men and all 
masculine identities. 
 
 
Future Research Directions  
We cannot discover ourselves without first discovering … the earth, and 
the imperatives of our being. 
(Berry 1988: 195) 
 
In considering how this research might evolve, I can see that an ecologised 
masculinities theory, like deep ecology, social ecology and ecological 
feminism is subject to personal interpretation and in this sense cannot be 
definitive and prescribed. As a consequence, I hope that a lively debate will 
ensue where differing views on masculine ecologisation will emerge. These 
views are welcomed, as I have not written this dissertation to be definitive 
but rather offer it as an initiation of a much needed new conversation about 
men, masculinities and Nature.  
 
That said, I note that two topics have captured my further interest in 
studying the nexus between men, masculinities and Nature. 
 
From Primate to Person 
It is widely accepted that modern humans share many behavioural and 
physical similarities with other great apes, especially common chimpanzees 
(Pan troglodytes) and bonobos (Pan paniscus). This hypothesis has been 
substantiated through DNA hybridisation tests that show humans and 
common chimpanzees/bonobos share approximately 98.4 per cent of their 
DNA (Sibley and Ahlquist 1984, 1993, Marks et al. 1988, Sarich et al. 
1989, Marks 2002a). We also now know that the unique hominin ancestral 
line branched away from the common primate ancestor that we share with 
both species of chimpanzee some 8 to 5 million years ago, with 
chimpanzees and bonobos diverging from each other 3 million years ago (de 
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Waal 1997: 3). Interestingly, the human behavioural repertoire tends to 
capture the dominant behavioural characteristics of both species of 
chimpanzee, and has done so for millennia. A study of male common 
chimpanzee and bonobo behavioural traits, when compared to the 
taphonomic evidence of hominin behaviours, may further support the claim 
that men have long cared and been caring. Such a study would fold 
historical, primatological and anthropological insights into this new 
conversation about modern Western men’s care and caring, seeking field 
data on the behavioural traits of male chimpanzees and bonobos to further 
substantiate the claims made here. Such a study could provide further 
evidence to support my hypothesis that men are pivotal contributors to the 
survival of all life on Earth precisely because they have long been, are, and 
will continue to be, caring human beings. Such a study would further 
elaborate on the questions raised in Appendix A, supplementing literature 
reviews with field studies of both taphonomic and primate ethological 
evidence that specifically explores the care and caring that was likely 
present in proto- and archaic male human beings compared with male 
chimpanzees and bonobos. Such a study would reveal the true 
characteristics of the ancestral heritage that has shaped modern Western 
maleness.  
 
Western Men of a Pagan Past  
Western masculinities are not only the product of primatologial and 
Neolithic variables. They are also (and more recently) shaped by the pagan 
traditions of Europe. The Druids and the Celts have each played important 
roles in the acculturation of men and masculine identities with Nature. We 
may gain an even richer understanding of the relationship of the European 
male and his environment by conducting a careful study of these two pagan 
traditions that were immersed in Earth worship. Indeed, the witch-hunts 
during the Middle Ages did much to subvert this heritage. Men committed 
genocide against many thousands of women whose lives were closely tied 
to Earth wisdoms. This suppression of women also drove a deep wedge 
between men and the inner feminine, along with feminised Nature. But not 
all men or all celebrated masculine identities suppressed the feminine in the 
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self and Nature. Paganism has survived to this day and, while less practiced 
by men than by women, has much to teach us about the ways we can more 
deeply honour each other, the Earth and ourselves. 
 
Gaining a fuller understanding of this indigenous European past may shed 
important light on the ways that modern Western men and masculinities 
extend care and caring towards all Others and the Self, bringing to light rites 
and rituals that are foundational to the modern Western masculine 
experience, giving men’s movement proponents fresh insights into 
European indigenality, and thereby helping to shape and enrich 
contemporary Western rites of passage for boys and men. 
 
I am curious about these two historical points of inquiry because they help 
enrich the contemporary praxes of modern Western masculine 
ecologisation. I speculate (as have others before me) that the destruction of 
our just communities and our severance from Nature were not innate but 
symptoms of modernity. I consider these further points of study to be prime 
opportunities to affirm my speculations. Further, I suggest that boys’ 
transitions into manhood (both in early human and medieval European 
pagan communities) must have included the implementation of ritualised 
rites of passage to advance cultural richness and deepen Western men’s 
connections with their communities, their environment and themselves, 
giving them sound foundations upon which to build a more fully integrated 
life than is on offer for modern Western men. These rites are sorely missing 
in the contemporary West but are slowly re-emerging; they are rites that 
require further development as we step forward towards a deep green future 
with boys and men as integral members of our growth and evolution in this 
important direction. And looking back into the European past may be an 
important source of this enrichment that will further support the rise of 
men’s care and caring in the contemporary context.  
 
Both lines of further inquiry support the claim that men naturally care and 
extend caring towards all Others and the self.  While there are many 
different discoveries that future work might uncover about masculine 
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ecologisation, these two topics are of particular interest to me. They are 
intended as suggested future directions and are by no mean bounded—I note 
that both are reliant on a study of the past to help us shape a more 
sustainable future. They promise us the possibility of capitalising on lessons 
gone-by as we forge a fresh future for modern Western maleness and all life 
on Earth. I acknowledge that there are many present and forward facing 
directions that a conversation about the ecologisation of men, masculinities 
and Nature might support. I conclude the dissertation with preliminarily 
elaborations on each of the proposed topics of further study that are of 
particular interest to me, and serve as springboards for my further 
contributions to ecological masculinism as an emerging discursive 
ecosophy.  
 
 
Caring Men, Healthy Earth  
We live in extraordinary times. Scary times. Exhilarating times. 
Bewildering times. Yet times so pregnant with possibilities as to be 
unprecedented. Everything may well be up for grabs, as we emerge 
blinking into a new … world that many … are quick to claim that no 
one could possibly have seen coming. 
(Hopkins in Chamberlin 2009: 10) 
 
My hope is that through this dissertation’s enquiry, and the conversations 
that grow from it, that ecological masculinism and the ecomasculinities that 
it gives rise to will become foundational aspects of the modern Western 
masculine experience. My suggestion that we explore the two topics above 
(From Primate to Person and Western Men of a Pagan Past) may add 
important additional historical information to a new and emerging 
conversation about men, masculinities and Nature; building on the insights I 
have offered here. I am convinced that highlighting the roles that men play 
in creating just communities and preserving the Earth will deepen and 
broaden the prospect of an emerging deep green future if we are able to 
demonstrate not only that men and masculinities care, but that they always 
have been caring. From this vantage our task becomes one of interpretation 
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of such statements as indelible truths that can then help shape the ways we 
perceive boys and men and therefore support them in their present and 
future roles in service to the common good of all. 
 
The urgency of sustainability testifies to our need for masculine 
ecologisation. As social and environmental ills increase, we face an ever-
increasing challenge: do we invent sustainable practices that ultimately 
reinforce more of the same, or do we transform the ontological basis of our 
relationships with each other, non-humans and ourselves. Throughout this 
dissertation, I have argued that we ought to pursue the latter. I have 
suggested that we must give particular attention to the ways we formulate 
masculine identities and how these identities are manifested in men’s daily 
lives. If I am correct—that malestream thinking is the primary obstacle to a 
deep green future—then we must face the challenges of sustainability by 
broadening the bounds of modern Western maleness. I believe that we must 
do so with conviction, purpose and haste. I also believe that we must 
provide practical pathways for such transformations to occur. I hope that 
throughout this dissertation I have provided one possible pathways through 
ecological masculinism that will welcome in a new and ecologised 
maleness. Through its tenets, I have argued in favour of the rise of healthy 
men, self-actualized men, Self-realized! men, integrated men, congruent 
men, authentic men; men who are fully human and truly care and are deeply 
caring for all Others and themselves. Such men are ecomen and their time 
has come.  
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Epilogue: My Journey 
How can men relate to nature in other than oppressive ways? … To 
reconcile masculinity with nature would go some way to confessing 
male physical and emotional vulnerability and easing the stress and 
illness that goes with its denial. 
(Twine 1997: 4-5)  
 
I would like to conclude this dissertation in the same way that I began it—
by sharing a little more about my personal story.  
 
In the Prologue, I introduced the main motivators for this study, which grew 
from a number of formative experiences in my earlier life. These 
experiences lead me to introduce ecological masculinism as I have 
formulated it here. Writing this dissertation has captured the richness that I 
have found in the ecologisation process as a modern Western man. This 
study has aimed to strike a balance between the personal and the political 
aspects of my life. When I attune to the relational exchanges between 
Others and myself, I find that my effectiveness as an agent for change, as a 
man of service, as one who cares deeply for the state of the world, can flow 
forth more freely. This is my particular ecomasculinity. This ecomasculinity 
P empowers me to sustain myself by reaching beyond the selfless/self 
divide. As an ecoman, I am more available to support the flourishing of 
Others, while also nurturing my own needs, wants and desires.  
 
Developing ecological masculinism as a new conversation in ecophilosophy 
and men’s studies has been a journey of both personal discovery and 
professional enrichment. Through it, I have ecologised my life relationally. I 
have done so by identifying with Others, contemplating the many 
relationships in my life and what they mean to me, building closeness with 
them in ways that covey my care and caring for them, and I have received 
the care and caring others have offered me in return. In my past, I tended to 
seek care for myself through nurturing my relationship with human and 
other-than-human Others. That approach served me by building a reputation 
of generosity amongst my colleagues: I made myself available as a listener 
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and support person for select individuals in need. I have also sought this 
caring support for myself in times of my own greatest need in the following 
ways: leadership roles in community projects (such as the creation of 
community garden spaces where families and friends could gather and be 
inspired to grow their own food and medicinal plants); engaging with fellow 
leaders to support the transition of my local community towards a post-
carbon future, and so forth. Such activities reflect my dedication to 
reawakened care and caring towards Others. Relationship building between 
Others and myself has become a central fixture of my life and has been a 
crucial aspect of my particular ecomasculinity.  
 
Of course, our freewill enables us to choose or shun relational closeness. 
Indeed, these ebbs and flows of our relationships have been a regular fixture 
of my life. Some people have remained close and connected with me for 
extended periods (such as family members, lovers or friends). They have 
demonstrated the value they place on our kinship as a precious and 
welcoming exchange in ways that have further encouraged me to 
reciprocate their care and caring. These relational exchanges reflect the 
transitory nature of the ecologisation process—relational exchanges are 
dynamic rather than fixed, they are reciprocal but can also be altruistic. 
However, I have also discovered that the closeness between Others and 
myself may not be enduring. Life does appear to have an impermanence 
woven into its fabric that I have at-times been reluctant to admit, even 
though unable to escape. The conceptualisation and practical application of 
ecological masculinism has assisted me to reconcile the tensions I have 
experienced in building relational closeness between Others and myself. I 
now dwell more comfortably in the space between the people and places in 
my life than I once did, knowing that the richness and diversity of those 
exchanges are temporary, but worthy of my full embrace. 
 
My ecomasculinity has guided the ways I engage with non-human Nature as 
well. I have delighted in the joy of humming birds perched on my finger as 
they studied my eyes and I theirs; I have stalked snakes to have a close 
encounter with their writhing scales; I have communed with ancient trees by 
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placing my hands of their massive trunks and praying in earnest to the 
universe for guidance; I have stewarded gardens to grow my own food and 
helped others do the same; I have built with straw in a celebration of 
vernacular architecture; I have hiked deserts even as the sun has drained me 
with dehydration; and I have traversed knife-edged mountain tops 
wondering how it would feel to soar like the raven amongst the clouds as it 
leapt off a precipice secure in flight. Through these profound experiences, I 
have celebrated the Earth’s great wisdom that has humbled me as its 
wonders have placed my life in perspective within the myriad richness of 
the Earth. These experiences have taught me much about my home and my 
place within it.  
 
My ecological masculinism journey and its emergent ecomasculinity P have 
given me structure and helped guide me as I have transitioned from the 
confrontational and reactive nature of my own internalised malestream 
norms, to a place of deep questioning, openness and warmth towards Others 
and myself. In other words, the ecoman in me is more able to care and be 
caring by congruently engaging my full mind and my intuition with my 
whole heart. As a consequence, my capacity to assume leadership in my 
community has grown considerably. I have developed an aptitude for 
supporting the leadership of others. I have become adept at ‘leading from 
behind’ so to speak by supporting others to develop their leadership. And 
through these exchanges with others, I have benefitted; my professional 
capacities have expanded, my network of loving relationships have deepen, 
my spirit has grows and I am able to greet life with an even lighter hand and 
a fuller heart than before. In effect, I am more able to prioritise my 
relationships precisely because I have been ecologised in the ways I have 
discussed throughout this dissertation. Living an ecologised life has become 
an integral aspect of my full humanity as a modern Western man. There is 
the possibility for such promise for all men and thereby all of life. 
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Appendix A: Of Apes, Nature and Men 
 
Man [sic.] is a fraction of the animal world. Our history is an 
afterthought, no more, tacked to an infinite calendar. We are not so 
unique as we would like to believe. And if man [sic.] in time of need 
seeks deeper knowledge concerning himself [sic.], then he [sic.] must 
explore those animal horizons from which we have made our quick little 
march.  
(Ardrey 1961: 7-8) 
 
Every danger loses some of its terror once its causes are understood. 
(Lorenz 1973: x) 
 
Rather than being nicer than is good for our genes, we may be just nice 
enough. Thus, the child is not going against its own nature by 
developing a caring, moral attitude, and civil society is not like an out-
of-control garden subdued by a sweating gardener. We are merely 
following evolved tendencies. How refreshingly simple!  
(de Waal 2001: 357) 
 
Most of what we know about human evolution comes from the fossil record 
(Tudge 1995: 206-240, Tattersall 1998: 109-187, Ehrlich 2000: 78-87, 
Palmer 2006: 200-226, McHenry 2009: 256-280). The research into our 
primate past reveals a wide range of perspectives about human nature based 
largely on conjecture and at-times incomplete taphonomic evidence used to 
support both malestream and oppositional views. In this Appendix, I offer a 
brief overview of that literature in order to summarise the array of 
perspectives that exist about the nature of human nature.  
 
In general, we can conclude from the most recent fossil evidence that our 
evolutionary lineage split away from other great apes about 7MYA, which 
arguably gave rise to the Australopithecines some 4.2MYA. The lineage 
progressed to Homo around 2.5-0.5 MYA—H. ergaster and H. habilis 
through to H. heidelbergensis—now believed to be the common ancestor of 
the now extinct H. neanderthalensis (Neanderthals) and H. sapiens (modern 
 400 
humans) (McHenry 2009: 260). From that evidence, we have determined 
that bipedalism, dexterity and advancing cognition are the collective factors 
that made it possible for humanity to dominate the Earth (Dart 1953, Lee 
and DeVore 1968, Lovejoy 1981, Day 1988, Byrne and Whiten 1988, Byrne 
and Whiten 1997). In discussing the common human/primate ancestry 
amongst Proconsul, Dendropithecus and/or Kenyapithecus (23-5MYA) 
Andrews (1992) suggested that we ought to approach statements about the 
exact origin of our deviation as a species from other great apes with caution 
because of the missing information about our evolutionary history (also see: 
Ehrlich 2000: 77). Colin Tudge (1995: 206-240), Ian Tattersall (1998: 109-
187), Paul Ehrlich (2000: 78-87), Palmer (2006: 200-226) and McHenry 
(2009: 256-280) offer useful overviews of human evolution from the 
common primate ancestor to the present. Their perspectives reveal the 
variety of views about human evolution based on conjecture and incomplete 
taphonomic evidence. For Ben Greenstein (1993: 26), men have ruled as if 
they were gods for more than 100,000 years; their violence positioning them 
as the most powerful creatures on Earth; their supreme dominance the 
product of physical strength, selfishness and intellect, innovations, and 
tyrannical dictatorships that have systematically marginalised women; the 
resultant societies designed, modified and run in order to advantage males 
over females by denying women of their intelligent inputs into human 
ingenuity for millennia. And for Richard Bribiescas (2006), men and 
women are fundamentally different; a fact he claims is dictated by the 
biological history of our species. As we can see, the conditions that have 
shaped the projection of human evolution are subject to considerable debate.  
 
In light of this diversity of opinions, I suggest that we currently know too 
little to be able to accurately determine neither the precise origin of our 
species’ divergence from ape and towards human nor the ancestral nature of 
human nature. Ongoing taphonomic discoveries will help us complete the 
puzzle. However, such a project is not the focus of this dissertation. We can 
conclusively determine, however that human behaviour is a ‘Janus Head’, 
which, like chimpanzees and bonobos, faces in two opposite directions at 
the same time. These different expressions of our human nature 
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accompanied our hominin ancestors (all modern humans, extinct humans 
and our immediate ancestors including members of the genus Homo, 
Australopithicus, Paranthropus and Ardipithecus) as they stepped away 
from the safety of the trees, ventured out onto the African plains, and from 
there, spread across the Earth (de Waal 2005b: 220). They are features of 
our two closest living relatives. And they characterise the seemingly bipolar 
nature of human nature. Such a broad range of behaviours likely evolved 
precisely because our species was less reliant on physical might than on our 
cunning and willingness to care for each other, Nature and ourselves in 
order to survive and flourish.  
 
Accompanying this diversity of taphonomic analyses is the perspective that 
human nature is bloodthirsty and mean. In the wake of a long history of our 
species that is filled with violent conflicts, many primatologists, 
paleoanthropologists and anthropologists have sought to explain why men 
have pitted themselves against each other in a ‘glowing menace’ of 
destruction and hate (Cartmill 1996: 13). Some believe that our history of 
unspeakable cruelty towards each other and the Earth was unhappily truly 
human (Dart 1960: 41). According to Ardrey, for millions of years, we 
killed for a living (Ardrey 1976: 10). Apparently, we fought the ‘good fight’ 
as a matter of instinct (Lorenz 1973: 51).1  
 
Although this grim view of human nature gained prominence during the 
Reformation, it was modernised by famous anthropologists Raymond Dart 
(1960: 41), Konrad Lorenz (1973: 51) and Robert Ardrey (1976: 10) who 
suggested that our history of unspeakable cruelty towards each other and the 
Earth was, unhappily, truly human. Many modern primatologists, 
paleoanthropologists and anthropologists have argued that human history is 
awash with examples of our being, in Hobbes’ (1992[1651]) words, ‘nasty, 
brutish and short’ (Malinowski 1922, Lévi-Strauss 1969, Lee and Devore 
1968, Washburn and Lancaster 1968b, Suzuki 1971, Bygott 1972, Lovejoy 
1981, Day 1988, Kingdon 1993, Peterson and Goodall 1993, Flannery 1994, 
Cartmill 1996, Wrangham and Peterson 1996, Ghiglieri 1999, Goodall 
2002, Kingdon 2003, Palmer 2006, McAllister 2009).  
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Juxtaposed against these arguments are the views of popular transpersonal 
psychologist Ken Wilber (1993), who flagged a ‘flurry of Descending 
theories’ within the ecophilosophical, environmental, transpersonal and 
spiritual discourses, that took us back to the true essence of our human 
natures; calling us to remember that we are deeply connected with the 
cosmos or divine ‘Source’ of all consciousness. Wilber (1993: 264) rightly 
pointed out that while these parallel discourses were each ‘crucially 
important’, they were also susceptible to ‘lopsided, dualistic, and 
fragmented’ attempts at healing the human/Nature divide. His prediction has 
held true; some two decades later, none of these multidisciplinary 
approaches has been the silver bullet to rid us once and for all of our 
insatiable addiction to a ‘grow or die’ imperative. On the contrary, since that 
time, we have accelerated headlong towards what appears to be certain 
social and ecological disaster. 
 
These traditional views of Dart, Ardrey and Lorenz remain credible to 
contemporary theorists, some of whom have written text supporting similar 
views.  
 
Richard Wrangham and Dale Peterson’s Demonic Males: Apes and the 
Origins of Human Violence (1996) and Michael Ghiglieri’s The Dark Side 
of Man (1999), drew on their collective behavioura1l observations of 
chimpanzees to suggest an innate male human capacity to assassinate, rape 
and pillage in the name of power and control. Craig Stanford’s The Hunting 
Ape (1999) demonstrated the link between meat and violence: the former 
functioning as currency and the latter employed to gain it. Further, this 
characteristic persisted in common chimpanzees and in the primate human 
ancestor. Because our-next-to-nearest relatives (common chimpanzees) 
behave in these ways, it is likely our common primate ancestors did as well. 
Tracing this hypothesis to its logical conclusion, some suggest we are 
subject to the same biological imperatives. Through a medical lens, Robert 
I. Simon’s (2008: 1) Bad Men Do What Good Men Dream: A Forensic 
Psychiatrist Illuminates the Darker Side of Human Behavior noted that 
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prejudice, discrimination, terrorism, war and genocide obscure the human 
capacity for empathy towards others. He argued that these patterns of 
behaviour are governed by environmental, biological and genetic factors 
that restrict the inescapable and sinister sides of the self. In the worst-case 
scenario, they trigger violent, obsessive, manipulative psychoses that cause 
great suffering to the self and others. In a recent book addressing this 
recurring theme, Peter McAllister’s (2009) Manthropology: The Science of 
the Inadequate Modern Male, aimed to prove that the modern male is a 
pathetic weakling compared to the tenacity, endurance and brute strength of 
our human and primate forebears. Other authors have suggested that 
humans are future eaters, niche thieves and the purveyors of a ‘blitzkrieg’ of 
mass extinctions that are destroying the Earth (Flannery 1994: 143, 155, 
Kingdon 2003: 348, 368, and Palmer 2006: 192-194). According to such 
views, we devastate each other, Nature and ourselves because we have been 
doing so for all of our species’ history. Apparently, this is simply how we 
are. 
 
We may therefore surmise that Western men are the product of an extremely 
dangerous world in which their ancestors survived and flourished by sheer 
cunning and force. As has been widely concluded for male chimpanzees, the 
Western malestream tradition supports the view that men and masculinities 
are descended from an uncaring lineage of apes and men (de Waal 1982: 4, 
149, 208, 218n5, Schubert 1991: 42-44, 49, de Waal 1997: 74, Byrne and 
Whiten 1997: 74, 343). These views imply that humans are innately violent 
and that such violence is inextricably co-joined with masculinity. In light of 
such perspectives, we could easily conclude that humanity—and men in 
particular (like our close cousins the common chimpanzee), are far from 
caring. The study of chimpanzees (widely observed to assume brash, 
dramatic, status-focused demeanours) could lead us to conclude that these 
are the very behavioural ingredients needed to construct a hubristic and 
hegemonic self. Moreover, this self is often conflated with the picture of a 
swaggering alpha male as the pinnacle of masculinity. Gestures of care that 
do exist amongst human males typically extend only to self-interest and 
bonding with close family, friends or nation-states. Like chimpanzees and 
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our early hominin ancestors, politicking is a central feature of Western 
maleness. It has been demonstrated that our species engages in complex 
Machiavellian negotiations to secure primacy (Byrne and Whiten eds. 1988: 
2-5, Byrne and Whiten 1997). Chimpanzees demonstrate that our primate 
ancestry possessed a similar capacity for interpersonal intrigues. For this 
reason, we see chimpanzees as the most appropriate species to study for 
insights into our innate nature.  
 
These views on human nature are compelling. And they are also convenient 
because they align our nature as a species and modern Western maleness in 
particular, with the propagation of malestream norms. According to these 
views, the state of both our societies and our environments may be nothing 
more than a ‘natural’ expression of our primate heritage. In other words, 
Western maleness supposedly derives from a blood-soaked and mean past 
that motivated political intrigues and foregrounded force to get what we 
wanted (Machiavelli 1998). According to this perspective, modern men had 
little reason to extend care or caring towards their fellow humans and 
Nature. Further, our brute and brawn will deliver us from our problems (as 
has apparently occurred throughout the ages). There is much in these views 
that is valuable – and convincing. However, like Richard Lee and Richard 
Daly (1987), Jane Goodall (1999) and Frans de Waal (2005b), I take an 
alternative perspective on the nature of men. 
 
The wide range of opinions about the nature of human nature (and the role 
of caring in it) suggests that throughout our entire history humanity has been 
shaped by our interactions with each other, and the natural world (Bailey 
1983: 1, Midgley 1995: 56, Peterson 2001: 53). However, much of the 
existing primatological, palaeoanthropological and anthropological evidence 
can be seen as supporting the notion that male human nature has been caring 
for a long time (Bygott 1972: 410-411, Goodall 1986: 503-519, McGrew 
1992: 223, Stanford 1999: 5-6, Baker and Smuts 1994: 227, de Waal 1996: 
124, Hohmann and Fruth 2002a: 138-139, Hohmann and Fruth 2002b: 231-
243). I agree that, like our next-to-nearest relatives, men can be violent and 
oppressive. We are at the end of a long line of survivors in worlds filled 
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with risk. However, such a hypothesis as ‘man-the-hunter’ suppresses the 
significance of humanity’s free will; our ability to choose beyond our 
biological compulsions, to liberate ourselves from past behavioural 
recordings, whether they be evolutionarily or behaviourally constructed. As 
is the case with the behavioural variety evident amongst common 
chimpanzees and bonobos, the behavourisms of modern Western maleness 
reach beyond being ‘nasty, brutish and short’. Men are not automatically 
opposed to the liberation of groups of people from the oppressions of the 
malestream. Further, men do not need to perpetrate environmental 
destruction to validate their selves (as a default behaviour) at the expense of 
sustainability. 
 
Despite the fossil record providing sketchy views of hominin behaviour, it 
can be argued that our primate ancestral lineage, which we share with 
chimpanzees, cared and extended caring towards their fellows, their 
surroundings and themselves as routine aspects of their daily lives (Berger 
and Trinkaus 1994: 841-852, Caspari and Lee 2004: 10895-10900). These 
perspectives yield four fundamental areas of evidence about our caring 
ancestry:  
 
1. Care for Juveniles: required cooperative investment by both 
women and men to ensure the survival of vulnerable human 
infants. 
 
2. Care for the Ill, injured and aged: indicates an 
understanding of medical treatment and the need to provide for 
those not able to take care of themselves: specifically older 
people, injured people and ill people.   
 
3. Burial Rites of the Dead: involved care for the deceased and 
was driven by a curiosity about the after-life as much as the 
loss of a relative or affiliated others.  
 
4. Food Sharing: included information exchange about location 
and behavioural habits of prey amongst related and un-related 
individuals, as well as providing for family and affiliated 
others.  
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In each case, the giving and receiving of care was evident between 
individuals regardless of their gender. This generosity of spirit was present 
as an integral aspect of the socio-cultural norms for both female and male 
human ancestors in the same way that it is evident in extant primates, 
including our own species. 
 
In light of this palaeoanthropological evidence that contests the 
aforementioned popular views about the nature of men, I agree that modern 
Western maleness does indeed struggle to care and extend caring towards 
Others. The state of our societies and the Earth are telling evidence of this 
struggle. We are also not as physically capable as our human and proto-
human forebears; we are notably physically weaker than living great apes. 
However, struggling to show care and caring does not equate to an innate 
inability to care or be caring. Thus, I challenge those popular views that 
dismiss men as fundamentally mean. Similarly, the limitations of our 
physical prowess do not necessarily make the man. In fact, Frans de Waal’s 
(1996) Good Natured: The Origins of Right and Wrong in Humans and 
Other Animals, (2001) The Ape and the Sushi Master: Cultural Reflections 
of a Primatologist, and (2005) Our Inner Ape: The Best and Worst of 
Human Nature, reflect this prominent primatologist’s extensive views about 
the presence of goodness in humanity. For de Waal, the research reveals a 
goodness that manifests as caring ways of being, thinking and doing. A 
similar perspective is found in works by Donna Hart and Robert Sussman’s 
(2005) Man the Hunted: Primates, Predators, and Human Evolution. They 
explored the controversial view that our ancestors were either ‘gentle 
versions of Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s noble savage … or portrayed as blood-
thirsty demons’, with little in between, suggesting that this tension was 
more the product of the myths of Judeo-Christian culture than any objective 
scientific conclusion (2005: 191-193). Drawing on the views of feminist 
primatologists, Hart and Sussman argued that male humans actually ‘needed 
to make friends (not enemies) and supporters (not slaves), and needed to 
work together with females (not dominate them)’ if they wanted to 
successfully reproduce and remain actively engaged and connected to others 
in their unit-group (2005: 217).  
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For example, food sharing has long been identified as instrumental in our 
evolutionary transition from ape to human, giving rise to the ‘man-the-
hunter, woman-the-gatherer’ hypothesis (Washburn and Lancaster 1968b: 
293, Conroy 1997: 273-274). The ‘man-the-hunter’ hypothesis has since 
been critiqued as ‘testosterone-oriented’, with some viewing such a gender-
prescribed description of humanity’s evolution as indicative of the 
evolutionary beginnings of Christianity’s Garden of Eden (Foley 1997: 14-
16). In The Third Chimpanzee, Jared Diamond (1992: 33) labelled our 
assumptions about ‘man the hunter’ as ‘pure fantasy’. For Diamond, this 
view was rooted in out-dated and sexist assumptions about men’s supposed 
instrumental roles in big game hunting, initiated cooperation, language 
development, encephalisation, societal banding, food sharing, and 
suppressed ovulation of women to ‘drive men into a frenzy of sexual 
competition’ and thereby spoil their cooperation at hunting (1992: 33). 
Agreeing with Diamond’s critique of these monolithic views, I suggest that 
the ‘man-the-hunter’ hypothesis emerged as a palaeoantrhopological 
support for malestream norms dedicated (consciously and unconsciously) to 
preserving the hubris and hegemony of modern Western men and masculine 
identities.  
 
Much of the debate about food sharing has centred on the acquisition and 
distribution of meat amongst primates. The ‘man-the-hunter’ hypothesis has 
since been critiqued as ‘testosterone-oriented’ with some viewing such a 
gender prescribed description of humanity’s evolution as indicative of the 
evolutionary beginnings of Christianity’s Garden of Eden (Foley 1997: 14-
16). This habit of sharing has been the case even (indeed especially) for the 
most skilled of hunters whose status is raised the more they share. Wilson 
offered a detailed analysis of the Blurton Jones’s (1987) Tolerated Theft 
Model, suggesting that not every one will become or will need to become 
hunters. It is not in every individual’s advantage to become a hunter. There 
is then an evolutionary expectation that human beings will share food, with 
some filling the role of hunter and some as recipient of the hunter’s spoils 
(labelled by Blurton Jones as ‘scroungers’). This evidence suggests that the 
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default pre-industrial human position is one of sharing food, motivated by 
how the sharer might be perceived by others. Apparently, caring gestures 
have evolved as ‘insurance’ against periods of going without in an ‘I scratch 
your back, you scratch mine’ adaptation (Cashton 1980: 117). There is little 
agreement about the degree to which human nature is fundamentally caring 
or conflictual. We appear to be both.  
 
Take the following as an illustrative example. Even in the most extreme of 
violent circumstances such as the trench warfare of World War I, a culture 
of reciprocity emerged through ‘tit-for-tat’ engagements between both sides 
(Ashworth 1980: 209-210, Singer 1993: 153, and Ashworth 1994: 69-72). 
The self-organised ‘live-and-let-live’ system, which both Allied and 
German soldiers created in the trenches during the early days of battle, is a 
compelling example of men’s willingness to find the good in the other along 
with the self. Most notable was the truce of Christmas 1914, organised by 
troops from both sides at the front, which brought strategic hostilities to a 
standstill. It was finally (and forcibly) broken by aggressive shellfire 
accompanied by large-scale attack orders from senior officers on both sides 
to recommence hostilities (Bull 2003: 57-58, Ashworth 1994: 69-72). I 
argue that men are reticent to kill each other and are trained to do so to 
survive and protect their comrades with whom they have formed a close 
bond. I agree with Williams that military campaigns erupt into hostility by 
design—wars do not simply happen, they are instead devised and 
implemented by generals, bureaucrats and politicians through a series of 
decisions and actions that reflect the desire by these leaders to affect a 
certain political or economic outcome. These systems of design rely on the 
dehumanisation of the enemy to prevent a ‘military lethargy’ or ‘unofficial 
armistice’ (Williams 2009: 67-68). I believe that men are coerced into an 
unnatural offensive spirit that contradicts their innate goodness, their infinite 
capacity to work towards their own flourishing and that of others and their 
infinite capacity to care. This mechanism of ‘war making’ has been 
employed for millennia to coerce men to effect their leaders’ desired 
political and economic outcomes against their deepest and innate caring 
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natures. Men have killed not because they are innately violent, but because 
they have been trained to do so. 
 
Men care and are caring. However, the man who has permission to express 
his care and caring for society, the environment and himself is still not fully 
embraced by the Western malestream. He remains a ‘non-man’, a ‘girly 
man’, a ‘traitor’ to the cause, and is derided for his indiscretion, as are 
women and Nature for being ‘not male’. The primacy of ‘uncaring’ 
maleness continues to pose a threat to the very foundations of modern 
civilisation. 
 
                                                
1 A traditional Western European view of human morality posited men as brutes who were 
driven to act by their most genital and bestial temptations of the flesh and their general 
penchant for violence and war, which necessitated strict legal, cultural and spiritual 
restraints to be placed upon them (Calvin 2008[1536]). This quote is originally credited to 
James Burnett (Lord Monboddo) in a letter to John Harris dated 31 December 1772, which 
was reprinted in William Knight (1900). I have assigned primary credit to Calvin here in 
honour of the Calvinist view that such statements represent, which pervaded the 
Reformation, and represents the period in Western European history when this grim view 
of human being, thinking and doing that I critique gained prime place in the metaphysics, 
epistemologies and ethics of Western European social functioning. 
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Appendix B: Feminist Care 
The discovery now being celebrated by men in mid-life of the importance of intimacy, 
relationships, and care is something that women have known from the beginning. 
(Gilligan 1982: 17) 
There are moments for all of us when we care quite naturally. We just do care; no 
ethical effort is required. 
(Noddings 1984: 81) 
 
In order to fully comprehend the importance of an integrated masculinised and feminised 
caring self, it is useful to more deeply assess the formative works on care theory posited 
by Carol Gilligan and Nel Noddings. Gilligan’s (1982) In a Different Voice: 
Psychological Theory and Women’s Development and Noddings’ (1984) Caring: A 
Feminine Approach to Ethics and Moral Education represent two foundational 
contributions to the feminist discourse on care. In the following section, I critically 
analyse these foundational feminist works on care, seeking guidance for the construction 
of a masculinist care theory and praxis. 
 
Voicing Difference 
Sigmund Freud (1961 [1925]) believed that women were morally inferior to men and 
therefore less able to express a sense of justice than were men. He considered women’s 
apparent avoidance of issues of civic justice along with their domicile propensity for 
affection as tangible cause for the distinctions between the genders in the moral and 
literal contexts (Singer 1994: 176). Similarly, Lawrence Kohlberg’s (1971) six-stage 
moral development process located men as prime purveyors of the morality of civic 
justice (fairness, rights, and the social good). He applied his theory to both genders, but 
ultimately emphasised the masculine experience (Gilligan 1982: 11, 18, 20). Gilligan 
(1982: 17) argued that women are the more compassionate sex than men (also see 
Brabeck 1993: 34). She also noted that the then popular acknowledgement of these 
gendered bifurcations around care that were championed by Freud and Kohlberg 
highlighted the degree to which women were subordinated as carers and were guided not 
by a moral sanction but rather by the pull to tend to the needs of others as a consequence 
 412 
of their feelings.1 Gilligan juxtaposed women’s emotional quotient (which she considered 
to be an integral aspect of feminine care) against men’s pursuit of civic justice, which 
was, in her view, locked to obligations of fairness and righteousness that systematically 
devalued feminised and domesticated care (Gilligan 1982: 100, and Bowden 1997: 6). 
The analysis of care that Gilligan introduced acknowledged situational ethics of 
connectivity and care, while for her male predecessors, attempts to defend the rights of 
others emerged through individuated separation, which created an objective vantage 
(Brabeck 1993: 36).  
 
Gilligan’s work suggested that men and women may speak different languages that they 
assume are the same, using similar words to encode disparate experiences of social 
relationships. In other words, women and men may care differently, but they use the 
same vocabulary to describe and then enact that care. Further, ‘because these languages 
share an overlapping moral vocabulary, they contain a propensity for systematic 
mistranslation, creating misunderstandings which impede communication and limit the 
potential for cooperation and care in relationships’ (Gilligan 1982: 173). These 
misunderstandings may be true. Men are indeed socialised differently from the ways 
women are socialised. Women are generally thought to be more intuitive, empathic, 
selfless, kind-hearted (and weak-hearted), than are men. Women, in Gilligan’s view, 
demonstrated less of a concern for abstractions, were more imbedded individuals, had 
stronger feelings and were less committed to ego-driven outcomes at other’s expense. 
Men, on the other hand, are socialised to be more deliberate, judicial, and rational in their 
pursuit of understanding universal abstractions, which supposedly positioned them at the 
pinnacle of moral reasoning and also, supposedly, justified their civic pursuits, replete 
with the possibility of bearing the brunt of collateral damages caused in the pursuit of 
specific and judicially caring ends (Gilligan 1982: 173, Brabeck 1993: 33-34).2  
 
In earlier works, Gilligan (1977: 484) identified care as a distinguishing feature of 
women’s goodness and sensitivity. She argued that intimacy, relational maintenance, and 
caring acts through caretaker roles were motivated by intuition and instinct, which fell 
outside the essential aspects of moral consideration in a male-dominated world (Gilligan 
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1977: 144). She saw women’s socialisation in the modern West as infused with feelings 
towards the needs of others. This gendered distinction marked her belief in an erroneous 
perception of women as compassionate but morally inferior to men. Gilligan’s thinking 
was based on the restrictive stereotypes of females as nurturing and males as aggressive, 
noting that men struggled with intimacy as a consequence of the abstraction of their 
justice-orientation, while women faced the challenges of loss of self-individuation 
through giving of the self in caring ways to the common good of others (Chodorow 1978: 
167, Tong 1993: 85, 94).  
 
Gilligan argued that, unlike the justice-orientation of men’s voices that gained centre 
stage in a sexist society, women engaged in moral reasoning on the basis of a relational 
emphasis that ‘calls us back into a wholeness of our human qualities to live in balance, 
women and men together’ (Parsons 2002: 36). Gilligan’s contributions to caring were 
designed to raise the profile of women’s care not only in the private sector, but in public 
parlance and praxes as well. She effectively suggested that masculine ethics of justice 
ought to be subverted by feminine caring, as: 
 
… women not only define themselves in a context of … relationship but also judge themselves in 
terms of their ability to care. Women’s place in man’s lifecycle has been that of nurturer, caretaker, 
and helpmate, the weaver of those networks of relationships on which she inturn relies … when 
equated with personal autonomy, concern with relationships appears as a weakness of women rather 
than a human strength (Gilligan 1982: 17). 
 
She argued that such perceptions of caring obscured independent abstractions in the 
context of the malestream and centralised the male civil principles of justice and fairness 
within society. As a consequence, Gilligan surmised, women have long been 
marginalised from civil society precisely because of their training in the wake of sexism; 
they have been confined to the responsibilities of traditional caretaking roles such as 
mothering, nursing, and friendship that fell within the traditional behavioural repertoire 
of ‘women’s business’.3 This feminising of domestic care reflected a process of 
perceiving the psychology of the other, seeking harmony with them, and forging a caring 
path forward for the sake of connectivity with them as a relational priority—an ontology 
of externalised care that was largely foreign to men (Puka 1991: 77-78).  
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These presumptions located men as the principal purveyors of justice in creating and 
maintaining civil society precisely because the softer and domicile expressions of care 
were considered to be ‘not manly’ in the traditional sense. This is hardly a surprising 
conclusion for the malestream to encourage. What incentives do systems built on 
malestream norms have to gain from foregrounding care as an empathic connectedness to 
all Others when it is equated with a victim phenomenon that is then equated women? 
Ironically, despite her intention to raise woman’s lived experience to the significance of 
common moral parlance, Gilligan’s logic further implicated care as characteristic of 
women and not of men. She effectively argued that men had much to learn from the 
caring sensibilities of women because women are able to demonstrate their care more 
freely than can men. Unfortunately, Gilligan’s foundational work on feminist theories of 
care and caring set a tone within the discourse that left men little space to reawaken care 
and caring. It can be argued that these foundational contributions to the ways we 
understand care and caring actually reinforced sexism by amplifying the very gendered 
stereotypes of malestream norms as they relate to men and care that she attempted to 
subvert (Tong 1993).4 Care and caring are clearly human phenomena that transition 
beyond the restrictions of gender socialisations and Gilligan’s gendered bifurcation may 
have done more harm than good by reinforcing the presumption that care was a feminised 
virtue; in effect making it less plausible for masculine ontologies of care to emerge. Nel 
Noddings went to considerable lengths to address this concern.  
 
Caring as a Moral Imperative 
As noted above, Nel Noddings (1984) formalised the caring discourse under the auspices 
of a feminist ethics of care. Caring: A Feminist Approach to Ethics and Moral Education 
(1984) traversed the ideals and morals attached to care, as well as the ways we extend 
care towards Others and the self. Noddings elaborated on Gilligan’s argument in favour 
of a natural capacity to care, as everything depends upon ‘the will to be good, to remain 
in caring relation to the other’ (1984: 4-5, and 1995: 29).5 She suggested that caring could 
be assigned to two gendered positions within the moral discourse that align with 
masculine and feminine norms respectively (1984: 44; also see Tronto 1995a: 102-103). 
She maintained that caring required A: the recipient of that caring—or the ‘cared-for’, 
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and B: the person doing the caring—the ‘carer’ (Noddings 2002: 13). The exchange 
between the two was authentic only if someone offered care, a caring act was performed 
and consequently the recipient welcomed the gesture (Noddings 2002: 19). Noddings 
considered care to be a receptive concept: an act subject to shared control between the 
cared-for and the carer. Initiation of care could occur by being available to offer care or 
being in need or want of care. Notably, an individual could simultaneously experience 
both ends of the caring equation.  
 
Noddings’ work revealed the need for us to deconstruct and sustain a will to care by 
cultivating caring based on love (Bubeck 1995: 156, and Noddings 1995: 10). In her 
view, care could be motivated by ‘must’, ‘ought’, ‘desire’, ‘want’ or ‘need’ in ways that 
reflected our inner goodness (Noddings 1984: 7). Noddings considered caring relational 
and fundamentally other-regarding (1995: 26). One could be caring without necessarily 
maintaining a formal relationship with the Other—one could, for example, be caring 
towards the self and Others to remove one’s self from a violent situation. One could also 
act with force and out of deep care for the wellbeing of another who is being targeted 
with assault (Noddings 2006:40).  
 
Noddings views on care and caring held currency for men. She considered care and 
caring to be fixtures of women’s moral reasoning that were reinforced through ethical 
education and upbringing (Fine 2007: 56, and Slote 2007: 10). These views were 
instrumental in clarifying the process of reawakening of care and caring from a feminist 
perspective. I use the word re-awakening intentionally as, like Noddings, I emphasise 
that the moral imperative to care is natural, innate, and ‘lies latent in each of us, awaiting 
gradual development in a succession of caring relations’ , regardless of our gender 
identities or biological compositions (Noddings 1995: 13).6 From a basis in our fullest 
human expression of the caring self, Noddings argued we all long for and strive to be in 
that caring special relationship with Others—that ‘provides the motivation for us to be 
moral. We want to be moral to remain in a caring relational exchange with the Other, 
which fuses with the ideal of ourselves as one-caring’ (Noddings 1984: 5). This longing 
is true for both women and men. Noddings’ perspective can be used to crystallise our 
 416 
connectedness to each other and supports the impulse to care and be caring on multiple 
scales from private to public, domestic to civic, through the behavioural choices of both 
genders, beginning with the self. This view was a notable deviation from the gender 
bifurcated care theory offered by Gilligan.7 
 
Scholars have examined Noddings’ views through two distinct interpretations of her 
contributions to the caring discourse: the one-caring and the cared-for. On the one hand, 
she argued that care was only present when the cared-for responded favourably to the 
offer of care from the one-caring (Noddings 2006: 35). However, throughout her career, 
Noddings championed the view that care also rises above an absence of respect (2002: 4). 
She argued that we could care about Others (in an abstract sense of care) even if we do 
not care for them (in a literal sense of caring): ‘Care cannot act alone. Indeed, in a society 
such as ours, care cannot act alone even at home, since the manifestations of care in the 
home are influenced by the progress of justice in the larger society.8 Noddings also 
maintained that:  
 
The key, central to care theory, is this: caring-about (or perhaps a sense of justice) must be seen as 
instrumental in establishing the conditions under which caring-for can flourish. Although the 
preferred form of caring is caring-for, caring-about can help in establishing, maintaining, and 
enhancing it. Those who care about others in the justice sense must keep in mind that the objective 
is to ensure that caring actually occurs. Caring about is empty if it does not culminate in caring 
relations (Noddings 2002: 24). 
  
I agree that we can care for someone or something as praxis without caring about them 
as a sentient other. However, if we do care, the amount of sincere care that is present 
becomes questionable. In this way, in order to increase men’s caring, we must firstly find 
ways for them to reawaken and increase their care for all Others and the self. For men to 
simply leapfrog over the abstraction of care to the tasks of caring as duty-bound or 
reciprocity expectant may not be adequate if men are to engage actively in the tasks of 
building a deep green future along with women (Noddings 1984: 150). Consequently, 
caring for (caring) in the absence of caring about (care) can be inauthentic. This 
distinction raises the question as to whether caring for is actually caring at all, or the 
natural consequence of one’s thinking and feeling care towards the Other. The two 
perspectives are tightly coupled but gender-segregated, as care ‘should not be unjust nor 
justice uncaring’ suggesting that feminised care supersedes masculine care (Fine 2007: 
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62). Noddings believed that caring was a non-universal discourse within women’s moral 
development (1984: 5; also see Sarkissian 1996: 22). She considered care to be morally 
foundational, whereas justice was supplementary to immorality. By this, she meant that 
to have justice, we must care in fundamentally ethical and emotionally driven ways first. 
Such motivators ought to then wed us to the pursuit of an innate goodness indicative of 
our fundamental capacity to care, which is extended towards one’s community regardless 
of the gender of the care giver or the care receiver (Noddings 1984: 5, Tong 1993: 108-
109). Consequently, Noddings’ contributions to feminist care theory supported the notion 
that men can benefit from developing a feminist inspired ethics of care.  
 
Noddings further contended, unlike Gilligan, that care was not only different from, but 
was also better than, justice. By this logic, ethics of care could be considered a valuable 
addendum to pervading masculine ontologies that encourage men to develop, refine and 
practice feminist ethics of care as Noddings conceptualised it. Care conjured up a 
‘burdened mental state, one of anxiety, fear, or solicitude about something or someone’ 
that was activated by having regard for them, and this burden readily resulted in acts of 
protective, welfare-oriented maintenance for Others (Noddings 1984: 9). Noddings’ care 
also included one’s responsibility to ‘take care of’ another’s needs with feeling and free 
will (Noddings 1984: 9). To embody care and caring is to acknowledge the sameness and 
difference between Others and the self and to strive for a personal goodness. Someone 
can care about another, but unless they are also willing and able to care for him or her, 
the exchange may also fall short of authentic care. Care scholars have paid particular 
attention to explicating this distinction between caring about and caring for.  I restrict my 
further analyses of the debate (esp. in reference to care as praxes) for the sake of a 
bounded discussion. 
 
Care has variable applications as praxis. In a malestream society, extending care towards 
another can be separated into caring about as the restricted, justice-oriented and duty-
bound men’s business that is stood along side caring for as the expansive, generous and 
selfless nurturing of women’s business (Fine 2007: 32-34). To exemplify the point, a son 
can feel care towards his mother as an abstraction, and action this care through regular 
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visits because he loves and appreciates her, or because he feels as if he ought to behave in 
a caring way towards his mother in keeping with familial or societal expectations placed 
upon him. This reflects the idea of caring about another. A man can care for an ill lover 
by dashing to her bedside or stay away if she is married to another. We can care about a 
pet dog waiting patiently for our return from a long day of work, and then care for it by 
rushing home to greet it and take it on a welcomed walk. A person can care about the 
liberation of their nation from the external oppressions of an invading force, and care for 
the situation sufficiently enough to take up arms to fend off the unwelcomed army.  
 
In the global context, as the evidence to support the alarming consequences of 
anthropogenic climate change streams in, we are called to care about the health and 
wellbeing of the Earth. We may care for the Earth by being motivated to install 
emissions-reducing devices at home to minimise our carbon footprint; our level of caring 
about may then expand to engage in strategies to reduce the carbon debt of our entire 
communities. To care for another means to reach beyond caring about the self or Other 
as an idea and get into action, to empathise with the Other’s plight as an abstraction to be 
sure, but to take the next step of enacting gestures of personal kindness that reach beyond 
our own personal frame of reference (Noddings 1984: 16-17, 24, and Hamrick 2002: 27, 
42). The permutations on caring about and caring for are infinite. These gestures can be 
ideological and practical as well as private and public. In each case, the degree of caring 
present is a product of the conceptualisations we have about caring about an Other, 
which is met with various manifestations of that care through the ways we care for them.  
 
My contribution to the discourse on care is simply this: Beyond the contributions to 
feminist care theory posited by Gilligan and Noddings, I argue that in order to reach a 
deep green future, we must be willing to transcend the gendered binaries that segregate 
(masculinised) justice and (feminised) care and caring both personally and publicly. I 
also suggest that critical perspectives on Gilligan and Noddings’ views on care and caring 
represent a vital starting point in reawakening masculine care and caring. I agree with 
Gilligan that men are drawn to an abstract and disembodied focus on justice as public 
care. I agree with Noddings that embodied and personalised care is a prerequisite for this 
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justice to emerge through the distinctions between caring about and caring for Others. 
However, neither scholar paved a clear path forward for men; their respective works did 
not ensure that gendered socialisations shifted sufficiently to enable the emergence of a 
masculine care and caring.9 
  
 
                                                
 
1 However, like Freud and Kohlberg (and their contemporaries—Erickson, Bettelheim, McClelland and 
Levinson), Gilligan believed that women were intricately tied to human relationships as the basis of their 
identity, noting that this presumption marked them as inferior in the context of malestream society 
(Brabeck 1993: 34). Gilligan contested Freud and Kohlberg’s assertions that men’s moral development 
exceeded that of women. Men’s public attraction to justice-oriented care has long been juxtaposed against 
care as the private, unpaid and under-acknowledged responsibility of women (Ford and Lowery 1986: 781-
782, Fine 2007: 2). Responding to this gendered bifurcation in care theory and praxis and based on her own 
studies of moral reasoning among children of both genders, Gilligan suggested that women’s moral 
sensibilities resulted in an injunction to care for others ahead of the self, which was indicative of precisely 
the contrary view to her male predecessors (Gilligan 1982: 73, 100, 112).  
 
2 The stereotypical gender bifurcation pervades modern Western malestreams to this day. But is not also 
possible that we can celebrate the different socialisation between the genders for the ways they present 
alternative paths towards a similar and post-gendered goal—that goal being full humanness? And if we 
were to do so, would we not then also need to address the inequities that favour men in order to effectively 
confront sexism? To emphasise the mistranslations and the misunderstandings identified in the different 
voices while failing to provide a specific path towards the cooperation and care that Gilligan called for was 
to legitimately identify the problem but stop short of offering some useful solutions. In effect, Gilligan’s 
critique further divided women and men in the process of attempting to raise the lot of women through the 
feminist caring discourse. The common presumption that women can multitask where men focus holds 
some relevance in these views. While the essentialism is implicit here, the impact of these generalisations 
on the popular perceptions of women and men are considerable.  
 
3 In Bill Puka’s view, Gilligan’s perspectives on care flirted with sexism by transforming victimisation into 
‘a misguided attempt at self-affirmation’, effectively locating caring as a coping strategy for women to deal 
with the oppression of a sexist society’ (1991: 215).  
 
4 For Wendy Sarkissian (1996: 20-22), Gilligan overly emphasised what women and girls said and not what 
they did by comparing gendered stereotypes about women to their observable behaviours when tested for 
moral fibre. Take, for example, Stanley Milgram’s infamous electric shock experiments where women, like 
men, delivered far beyond the lethal dose to supposed subjects when placed under authoritarian control 
(Sarkissian 1996: 20). The behavioural distinctions between the genders regarding levels of care versus 
carelessness are apparently not gender specific after all, despite women being observed to be more 
qualitatively and quantitatively caring than men, while men have been observed to be more abstract and 
attracted to universalised moral rules and principles (Gilligan 1982: 17).  
 
Tronto (1993b: 241) argued that Gilligan’s essentialism was not of her own making but rather the product 
of cultural interpretations of her work. While I agree that some interpretations of the discourse on care 
emphasised this aspect of Gilligan’s views and perhaps inflated the essentialism conveyed, Gilligan must 
also be held to account for statements such as, ‘the focus on care … is characteristically a female 
phenomenon in the advantaged populations that have been studied’ (Gilligan 1986: 330; also see Gilligan 
cited in Tronto 1993b: 240). For Owen Flanagan and Kathryn Jackson (1993), a masculinised justice 
orientation viewed social problems through the lens of morality. Caring, on the other hand, focused on the 
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interconnections between individuals and groups. They found no logical reason to treat the two as discrete 
episodes (Flanagan and Jackson 1993: 71). Sara Ruddick (1995: 217) proposed that justice and care should 
operate in tandem and ought not to be separated into discrete ethics. Interestingly, Bubeck (1995), Eva 
Kittay (1999), and Nancy Folbre (2001) considered care to be a public concern rather than the private 
responsibility of women. For Bowden (1997: 6-7), a justice perspective emphasised rights, duties, and 
general obligations along with morally prescribed rules and principles that applied to particular moral 
cases. Held (2006: 15) pointed out that: 
 
… ethics of justice focus on questions of fairness, equality, individual rights, abstract principles, and 
the consistent applications of them. An ethic of care focuses on attentiveness, trust, responsiveness 
to need, narrative nuance, and cultivating caring relations. Whereas an ethic of justice seeks a fair 
solution between competing individual interests and rights, an ethic of care sees the interests of 
carers and cared-for as importantly intertwined rather than as simply competing. Whereas justice 
protects equality and freedom, care fosters social bonds and cooperation. 
 
Friedman’s (1993) article Beyond Caring: the Demoralization of Gender, was instrumental in enhancing 
the post-gendered views on caring. She acknowledged the ‘different orientation’ of the gendered voices 
within the caring discourse. However, she also suggested that these feminine/masculine differences are not 
necessarily contradictory (1993: 259). The gendered distinctions between women and men’s care and 
caring were, in her view, products of Gilligan’s successful ‘teasing apart’ of symbolic feminine care and 
masculine justice norms that determine how we think we morally reason, as opposed to the ways we 
actually do care and caring (Friedman 1993: 262). In effect, we have been socialised to expect women to 
care and men to seek justice when care and justice need not be gender-bifurcated, as ‘people who treat each 
other justly can also care about each other’ (Friedman 1993: 263). This universal approach to caring was 
shared by Baier (1993), Tronto (1993a, 1993b, 1995a, 1995b) and Held (1995, 2006).  
 
For Wuthnow (1995: 6), the disparity between justice and care was not a function of gender bifurcation so 
much as an absence of kindness in the repertoire of virtues demonstrated to Generation-Xers by their Baby 
Boomer parents. Wuthnow claimed that, in the wake of materialism, consumerism and hedonism, we are 
not as controlled by the selfishness of materialism than we may think. We are preconditioned to care 
precisely because we ‘learned this elementary kindness in our families’, and in having the virtue modelled 
to us at such a basal level, we possess a ‘primordial understanding of why caring is a good thing’, 
indicating that ‘we need to relearn the caring impulses of our childhoods … to understand what kindness 
means in the adult world’ as both women and men (Wuthnow 1995: 7-8). Wuthnow sought to reawaken 
care through the praxis of community service amongst late twentieth-century youth by supporting them to 
become engaged and virtuous citizens. Megan Wyse, a community activist and subject of Wathena’s study, 
had this to say about extending care towards others: 
 
I think it’s very important for people to be there for other people. I think it’s very important that 
everyone understands that they’re not alone and there’s always someone they can look to for help. 
It’s a crucial part of human mentality to not be alone and to be part of a group. I think if someone 
doesn’t have that, and he’s really on his own, and he’s on the street, it can be a very lonely life. I 
think that it’s almost an obligation to fulfill that part in someone’s life that they might not have 
fulfilled (Wyse cited in Wuthnow 1995: 63).  
 
Wyse did not restrict her claims to women. She refers to the importance of a kind of ‘all embracing care 
and caring’ that specifically contradicts the isolation that accompanies malestream norms. I believe that 
reawakening the impulse to care must firstly be morally transformed to prevent our adopting superficial and 
self-focused care and caring. When care and caring are recentralised as prime virtues of our innate 
goodness as fuller human beings, we ensure the extension of care towards Others and the self. Her service 
edict attached caring to community actions, with meaning as a way of ‘learning to care’, that arises from a 
natural impulse to care for Others and the self, and would result in humanitarianism, happiness, reciprocity 
and the fuller human experience of ‘self-realisation’ (Wuthnow 1995: 64-65).  
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I acknowledge the variety of viewpoints that position care as ‘women’s business’ and justice as ‘men’s 
business’. However, gender-sensitive discourses on care and justice run the risk of oversimplifying the 
ways we care by essentialising the roles, which women and men are presumed to adopt in reference to care 
and caring. I believe that human flourishing, indeed, our very survival, are linked to our will and ability to 
give and receive care as women and men. Care concurrently draws on rationalistic deductions, along with 
feelings and in this sense is a post-gendered phenomenon (Held 2006: 10). 
 
5 Like Noddings, Mike Martin (1996: 32-54), conceptualised the virtuosity of caring in a positive light as 
behaviour linked to creative and good intentions, and argued that it was the product of our will to share our 
lives with Others.  
 
6 Robert Wuthnow (1995: 6) noted that the apparent absence of caring in contemporary Western societies 
might be a function of a missed opportunity to teach Generation-X about kindness in the wake of 
materialism, consumerism and hedonism. Holding baby boomers accountable as failed parents, Wuthnow 
maintained that we are not as controlled by selfishness as this blight on Western caring might indicate. He 
suggested that we are preconditioned to care precisely because we ‘learned this elementary kindness in our 
families’, and in having the virtue modeled to at such a basal level, we possess a ‘primordial understanding 
of why caring is a good thing’, meaning ‘we need to relearn the caring impulses of our childhoods … to 
understand what kindness means in the adult world’ (Wuthnow 1995: 7-8).  
 
7 Whereas men were typically justice-oriented and readily assumed an abstract expression of care, women 
are pulled towards caring in an immediate and relational context, because, unlike men, the messages of 
women’s socialisations positioned them to assume primary caring tasks domestically, such as home care 
and childcare. 
 
8 Notice that from the perspective taken here, justice itself is dependent on caring about and caring about is 
in turn dependent on caring-for’ (Noddings 2002: 6). 
 
9 See Rosemarie Tong’s (1993) Feminine and Feminist Ethics, which offers a series of additional critical 
analyses of both Gilligan and Noddings, with particular emphasis on these critiques in helping to shape a 
caring ethics for modern Western men and masculine identities. Tong critiqued these two founders of 
feminist care theory by contesting the essentialism that emerged in their respective offerings to the 
discourse. In doing so, she provided support for my formulation of a theory of care and caring for modern 
Western maleness. 
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